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9A W. OSMOND SMITH III Yanceyville 

10 DONALD W. STEPHENS Raleigh 
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11B KNOX V. JENKINS, JR. Smithfield 

12 E. LYNN JOHNSON Fayetteville 
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ANDY CROMER King 
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CATHERINE C, EAGLES Greensboro 
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Sixth Division 

19A W. ERWIN SPAINHOUR Concord 

19C LARRY G. FORD Salisbury 
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W. DaviID LEE Monroe 
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ZORO J. GUICE, JR. Rutherfordton 
E. PENN DAMERON, JR. Marion 
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CLARENCE E. HORTON, JR. Kannapolis 
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JOSEPH R. JOHN, SR. Raleigh 
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DONALD L. SMITH Raleigh 





. Appointed and sworn in 22 December 2003 to replace Wiley F. Bowen who retired 27 August 2003. 
. Reappointed and sworn in 16 April 2004. 
. Deceased 17 September 2003, 
. Resigned 19 August 2003. 
. Resigned 1 January 2004. 
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Wilmington 
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Tarboro 
Tarboro 
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Wilson 
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Goldsboro 
Goldsboro 
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JUDGES 


LONNIE W. CARRAWAY 
R. LESLIE TURNER 
ROSE VAUGHN WILLIAMS 
ELIZABETH A. HEATH 


CHARLES W. WILKINSON, JR. (Chief) 


J. LARRY SENTER 

H. WELDON LLOYD, JR. 
DANIEL FREDERICK FINCH 
J. HENRY BANKS 

GAREY M. BALLANCE 

Mark E. Ga.ttoway (Chief) 
L. MICHAEL GENTRY 

JOYCE A. HAMILTON (Chief) 
JAMES R. FULLWOOD 

ANNE B. SALISBURY 
WILLIAM C. LAWTON 
MICHAEL R. MORGAN 
ROBERT BLACKWELL RADER 
PauL G. GESSNER 

ALICE C. STUBBS 

KRISTIN H. RUTH 

CRAIG CROOM 

Kris D, BAILEY 

JENNIFER M. GREEN 
Monica M. BOUSMAN 

JANE POWELL GRAY 

ALBERT A. CORBETT, JR. (Chief) 
EDWARD H. MCCORMICK 
Marcia K. STEWART 
JACQUELYN L. LEE 

Jimmy L. LOVE, JR. 

ADDIE M. HarRIS-RAWLS 
GEORGE R. MURPHY 
RESSON O. FaIRCLOTH IT! 
A. ELIZABETH KEEVER (Chief) 
JOHN S. Harr, JR. 

RoBERT J. STIEHL III 
EDWARD A. PONE 

C. EDWARD DONALDSON 
KIMBRELL KELLY TUCKER 
JOHN W. DICKSON 

CHERI BEASLEY 

DOUGALD CLARK, JR. 

JERRY A. JOLLY (Chief) 
NAPOLEON B. BAREFOOT, JR. 
THOMAS V. ALDRIDGE, JR. 
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Craic B. BROWN 


Xii 


ADDRESS 


Goldsboro 
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Goldsboro 
Kinston 
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Henderson 
Pelham 
Roxboro 
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Raleigh 
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Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Smithfield 
Lillington 
Smithfield 
Sanford 
Sanford 
Clayton 
Smithfield 
Lillington 
Fayetteville 
Fayetteville 
Fayetteville 
Fayetteville 
Fayetteville 
Fayetteville 
Fayetteville 
Fayetteville 
Fayetteville 
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Supply 
Whiteville 
Elizabethtown 
Whiteville 
Exum 
Durham 
Durham 
Durham 
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Marcia H. MOREY 

JAMES T. HILL 

J. KENT WASHBURN (Chief) 
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BRADLEY REID ALLEN, SR. 
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JOSEPH M. BUCKNER (Chief) 
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FREDRICK B. WILKINS, JR. 
Otis M. OLIVER (Chief) 
CHARLES MITCHELL NEAVES, JR. 
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JOSEPH E. TURNER (Chief)? 
WILLIAM L. DAISY 

LAWRENCE McSwWaAIN 
THOMAS G. FOSTER, JR. 
WENDY M. ENOCHS 

SUSAN ELIZABETH BRAY 
PATRICE A. HINNANT 

A. ROBINSON HASSELL 

H. THOMAS JARRELL, JR. 
SUSAN R. BURCH 

THERESA H. VINCENT 
WILLIAM K. HUNTER 
WILLIAM G. HAMBY, JR. (Chief) 
DONNA G. HEDGEPETH JOHNSON 
MICHAEL KNOX 

MARTIN B. MCGEE 

WILLIAM M. NEELY (Chief) 
VANCE B. LONG 

MICHAEL A. SABISTON 
JAYRENE RUSSELL MANESS 
LEE W,. GAVIN 

ScoTT C. ETHERIDGE 
CHARLES E. Brown (Chief) 
WILLIAM C. KLUTTZ, JR. 
BETH SPENCER DIXON 

KEVIN G. EDDINGER 

TANYA T. WALLACE (Chief) 
JOSEPH J. WILLIAMS 
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Durham 
Durham 
Durham 
Graham 
Graham 
Graham 
Graham 
Hillsborough 
Hillsborough 
Hillsborough 
Hillsborough 
Raeford 
Wagram 
Laurinburg 
Lumberton 
Lumberton 
Lumberton 
Pembroke 
Lumberton 
Wentworth 
Wentworth 
Dobson 
Elkin 

Elkin 
Greensboro 
Greensboro 
Greensboro 
Greensboro 
Greensboro 
Greensboro 
Greensboro 
Greensboro 
High Point 
Greensboro 
Greensboro 
Greensboro 
Concord 
Concord 
Concord 
Concord 
Asheboro 
Asheboro 
Troy 
Carthage 
Asheboro 
Asheboro 
Salisbury 
Salisbury 
Salisbury 
Salisbury 
Rockingham 
Monroe 
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JUDGES 


CHRISTOPHER W. BRAGG 
KEVIN M. BRIDGES 

Lisa D, THACKER 

HUNT GWYN 

Scott T. BREWER 

WILLIAM B. REINGOLD (Chief) 
CHESTER C. Davis 


WILLIAM THOMAS GRAHAM, JR. 


VICTORIA LANE ROEMER 
LAURIE L. HUTCHINS 

Lisa V. L. MENEFEE 
LAWRENCE J. FINE 

DENISE S. HARTSFIELD 
SAMUEL CATHEY (Chief) 
JAMES M. HONEYCUTT 
JIMMY L. MYERS 

WayNE L. MICHAEL 

L. DALE GRAHAM 

JULIA SHUPING GULLETT 
THEODORE 8. ROYSTER, JR. 
APRIL C. Woop 

Mary F. COVINGTON 
EDGAR B. GREGORY (Chief) 
DAVID V. BYRD 

JEANIE REAVIS HOUSTON 
MITCHELL L. MCLEAN 
ALEXANDER LYERLY (Chief) 
WILLIAM A. LEAVELL Il 
KYLE D. AUSTIN 

BRucE Burry BRIGGS 
RoBertT M. Brapy (Chief) 
GREGORY R. HAYES 

L. SUZANNE OWSLEY 

C. THOMAS EDWARDS 
BUFORD A. CHERRY 
SHERRIE WATSON ELLIOTT 
JOHN R. MULL 

AMY R. SIGMON 

FRriTz Y. MERCER, JR. (Chief) 
YVONNE M., EVANS 

H. WILLIAM CONSTANGY 
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HuGu B. Lewis 
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Monroe 
Albemarle 
Wadesboro 
Monroe 
Albemarle 
Winston-Salem 
Winston-Salem 
Winston-Salem 
Winston-Salem 
Winston-Salem 
Winston-Salem 
Winston-Salem 
Winston-Salem 
Statesville 
Lexington 
Mocksville 
Lexington 
Taylorsville 
Mooresville 
Lexington 
Statesville 
Mocksville 
Wilkesboro 
Wilkesboro 
Wilkesboro 
Wilkesboro 
Banner Elk 
Bakersville 
Pineola 

Mars Hill 
Lenoir 
Hickory 
Hickory 
Morganton 
Hickory 
Hickory 
Hickory 
Hickory 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
Charlotte 
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30 


JUDGES ADDRESS 
BECKY THORNE TIN Charlotte 
BEN S. THALHEIMER Charlotte 
HuGH B. CAMPBELL, JR. Charlotte 
THOMAS MookRE, JR. Charlotte 
DENNIS J. REDWING (Chief) Gastonia 
Joyce A. BRown®? Belmont 
ANGELA G. HOYLE Gastonia 
JOHN K. GREENLEE Gastonia 
JAMES A. JACKSON Gastonia 
RALPH C. GINGLES, JR. Gastonia 
LARRY JAMES WILSON (Chief) Shelby 
ANNA F. FOSTER Shelby 
K. DEAN BLACK Denver 
CHARLES A. HORN, SR. Shelby 
GarY S. CASH (Chief) Asheville 
PETER L. RODA Asheville 
SHIRLEY H. BROWN Asheville 
REBECCA B, KNIGHT Asheville 
MARVIN P. POPE, JR. Asheville 
PATRICIA A. KAUFMANN Asheville 
ROBERT S. CILLEY (Chief) Pisgah Forest 
MaRK E. POWELL Hendersonville 
DAVID KENNEDY Fox Hendersonville 
LAURA J. BRIDGES Hendersonville 
C. RANDY PooL Marion 
C. DAWN SKERRETT Cedar Mountain 
Danny E. Davis (Chief)4 Waynesville 
STEVEN J. BRYANT Bryson City 
RICHLYN D. HOLT Waynesville 
BRADLEY B. LETTS Sylva 
Monica Hayes LESLIE® Waynesville 

EMERGENCY JUDGES 


ABNER ALEXANDER 
CLAUDE W. ALLEN, JR. 
PHILIP W. ALLEN 

E. Burt AYCOCK, JR. 
SARAH P. BAILEY 
Lowry M. BETTS 
RONALD E. BoGLE® 
DONALD L. BOONE 
JOYCE A. Brown? 
DAPHENE L. CANTRELL 
SOL G. CHERRY 
WILLIAM A. CHRISTIAN 
SPENCER B. ENNIS 

J. PATRICK EXUM 

J. KEATON FONVIELLE 
GEORGE T. FULLER® 
RODNEY R. GOODMAN 


Winston-Salem 
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Reidsville 
Greenville 
Rocky Mount 
Pittsboro 
Raleigh 

High Point 
Belmont 
Charlotte 
Fayetteville 
Sanford 
Graham 
Kinston 
Shelby 
Lexington 
Kinston 


DISTRICT JUDGES ADDRESS 
ADAM C. GRANT, JR. Concord 
LAWRENCE HAMMOND, JR. Asheboro 
ROBERT L. HARRELL Asheville 
JAMES A. HARRILL, JR. Winston-Salem 
PATTIE S. HARRISON Roxboro 
ROLAND H. HAYES Winston-Salem 
ROBERT E. HopGEs? Morganton 
ROBERT W. JOHNSON Statesville 
WILLIAM G. JONES Charlotte 
LILLIAN B. JORDAN Asheboro 
ROBERT K. KEIGER Winston-Salem 
JACK E. KLASs Lexington 
C. JEROME LEONARD, JR. Charlotte 
EDMUND LOWE High Point 
JAMES E. MARTIN Ayden 
J. BRUCE MorTON Greensboro 
DONALD W, OVERBY Raleigh 
L. W. PAYNE, JR. Raleigh 
STANLEY PEELE Chapel Hill 
MARGARET L. SHARPE Winston-Salem 
RUSSELL SHERRILL III Raleigh 
CATHERINE C, STEVENS Gastonia 


RETIRED/RECALLED JUDGES 
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Matthew: James: Gilley :.4.. 2004. wi. wae SH Bh oe EAP eed oe he we ae Asheville 
Janes Paul Glew ac % hes ef ae dior ANA SROs da Re ee bee Springfield, Ohio 
THOMASING VOLE. hn acne Gwin tome tha a oN ee Re OS ee ee ees Raleigh 
RiCnalr Le GOWER 45.54.46 Gees te Raw RAS ARRON RE ee Be Greenville 
Wichael' © GRE: £561 47-4) a cede Neecaata ew hhc cee a de A & Oa eet ee Charlotte 
Robert G. Hensley, Jr... ee eens Ocean Springs, Mississippi 
Daniel Edwin Hitchcock *c:.csvet cycle he ees Re a ae See Portland, Oregon 
Ralpn Alexanger Hun, ole 116 44-4 fue Sapa ee Ket He RR Re ee ieee es Durham 
Leien: Ann Keenan a4. 4 Bas sane wees wee Ree are Me ete eas Henderson 
Ms: D@DOralh. Pc KING 4.2 46S ewan wieee. ae.9 aay eee Hoh a READ acare eh baa ee ea peawenes Waxhaw 
Kevin Parick RODD: s:4i5. ak eee Fee Be eg ot as ow ed ee Weaverville 
Mayes: Christian: arse: cis: ve eeeskd weal Me atom wi te: Btw eon ek ceca ace, wow aes Winston-Salem 
Angela. Wade Liv obti are teat aces wrt ie doe a we Ae enw ant eathd huwe oats Raleigh 
Enrique Miguel LOncan cc ietc0-iiek daw dus Oe PRK oe eT aS kes oa ees Cary 
Michael James McGinley” o.cstactvuwe eee gos 85 WAS BOO EL ONS ow Sea Charlotte 
NiGOlG JO MOSS Hed 5 ses ah 5 ae Sane eae nae Gnesi Alexandria, Virginia 
Kevin Michael Pronto. ost 1 34a oe ow ek sh cea Soo eee Aes Charlotte 
DOCU MAWYVEL 25 dvd w 4 see Soe eure ncs ew ee ice Se a ad ae id ee Re Greensboro 
TRAGIC. MATIC NOLO 2 \e 4.56 dis, 2 dws have WE a Dh A RE oe RR Maat ea Apex 
Sedan PAMiG KK Siely nact etre wseawecite tat hia RAR dee Ve OA eS Charlotte 
DLACY SLCVENSON 2 icscae cs gies wae SS ais Segre in ON wae wee ww He ae EO, SAS Charlotte 
Patricia Ann-AdéS Vanstory os «3 i see eh Aww CRW te REE ASA A ORS AS Chapel Hill 
Donald: Hh. Wilsong ND wt eae oats oe ey als eed aw oe eas Pa aa eas ee ES Raleigh 
David Antonio: WOOOPUEE 6 cls 64448 Ole ooh eat inte 44 a8k warn Racer dew & Plano, Texas 
TOOGUINNan: WOOES. 25554, Cadac ee oe PSE AS win eh eae PARIS Creed CREA Huntersville 
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LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners on this the 8th day 
of April 2003. 


Fred P. Parker Il 

Executive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


I, FreD P. PARKER III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named persons were 
admitted to the North Carolina Bar by exarnination by the Board of Law Examiners on 
the 5th day of September 20038, and said persons have been issued a certificate of this 
Board: 


Sharon: saracini Ballard: :.¢¢.ccacs eta. cauw sieeee Ge Sas Reena ee Matthews 
Roper Andrew Brana 34 so i swt aotu a deh ee ee PEWS eee ee ho ees Hillsborough 
Amy Le BYOWN: «3.6 costae ei ons a as wand aan Ste ee a Oe eau ah tetas Charlotte 
Heather Re KleW. cased beat ceineewe eae oe ao wise nee ae tae a aes Laurel Spring 
Pauline: Bole Makia: ou 22cee eset nus atte heats oo eee aaa deete Sas Fayetteville 
Paige Barns. MCTNONIS oiicw maids ei Gee Nes ew yee TA eh US ae Oa Charlotte 
Paul Mediratta 5.0.46 ne adede adieu eae Meee edie ays Raleigh 
David: Shawar O Quinn +4 chee steel 4 oa Chey Dae Sha aes Jensen Beach, Florida 
Brin Elizabeth Sith, «.2:2..54 acasei<tsae tare bansteeokas ones teeet ats High Point 
James Rudolph Streeter | «.vs06u ss eaxrsee esis te ceo nnc ew) ee haem es Greenville 
Eber Thormton Watson, Ul 02.0055 eat coaches s to tie eet nes Wrightsville Beach 
Martin James Yeager tx :oso0c tee santo eG Sa ne teen eee seats ee bh Reston, Virginia 
JOMMOAVISI ES ss Wate AER ei he sew oe MEER AREA SRAR IES ERS EER OSA Durham 
Mark PearsOl: $0.4 4046 vc Se ee oe oA RR OS Fort Mill, South Carolina 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners on this the 24th day 
of September 2003. 


Fred P. Parker III 

Executive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


I, FRED P. PaRKER III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named persons were 
admitted to the North Carolina Bar by exarnination by the Board of Law Examiners on 
the 26th day of August, 2003, and said persons have been issued a certificate of this 
Board: 


Jenniter:A. AdGICtON: 24 ok tow Gk oe ae Hes Se HS ARES CHG ERAOCHE ELAS Wendell 
Dawn: Donleycott ANeR e363 bao Gd bws 546s hee datas ims dee sats Burlington 
Krystal Nicole ANON & ies cc & 26), os ea hE EDS OLESEN DRE OLAS Davidson 
Candace FV Allred: osc BO Pe oe he ee ewes 6oMhe bee ses Asheboro 
Robert Lee Ange esceccc heck Coa Us se SSE E RSTO WR DINGS PgR Oe BER Wilson 
Michelle: Lynn-Anitant’ ¢2-253scsaens howe S seb be SRS o 4 oe aoe ieee Winston-Salem 
Kristine Ls AfiSansel 02-5 S3.2220i- OW hoe od os eee eed Shas da ete alrearss Raleigh 
Katherine Randolph. Annas 0. 4-05 6s jo084.2 5s 284026 Ges eee ede aes Charlotte 
As Carter Arey 22 vaweG sicvenscnns news a tose Aas Carou hee cee ss eee Charlotte 
Heyward Dubose Armstrong c.2.4..-5 3d fiesta AS eee BEES OS ER Raleigh 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


Matthew RobertiAmold 4265. ¢208 howe ley be ewe wie ores aie te 8 4 Charlotte 
Ray ASNDUPS ..442 es bc tcee tended dt jad aneeddh howe SO EOTSS ee aeews Charlotte 
Reagan ‘Nicole ASNG: oo) 4-5. ce 4 Las BREE PREG IEEE e RS BLS Gastonia 
Courtney: C.VAIKINS: occ cd bee aliads cee tea his Pee wade e ORs Moen eas Belmont 
Kelvin sAthinSGh) scot d-ncu'tt ts qo ay when ok & aw PS ed aed oe Sete a Greensboro 
Lisa RENGe AtWaAter. «4245.0dew 44 Peart Apes Seek BAe ee OS Ely BEN. 4 Durham 
Robert Gray Austin: UW ec ies eid oH 854 Gas SO OEE ORE OR re ae Cw Sees Monroe 
Charity Lee Babington: 3 ooo i4hc4 os ne gale eo Paes oe es oar e tales Charlotte 
Ginger:Ann, Bagley. 4 3.6224 239 oti SNSGS5 38 Gee w SRR EON He ewe he ees Raleigh 
Stephen Charles Bailey Vicauacec ina eS chee On See ee 8 SEAR NO Raa aw ae Eden 
Virginia: L6G Bailey oc. cp as eet aa ew tole ey eee a pa Oe oy he Charlotte 
Jennifer Pauline Bainbridge i... cnc ance es eee 8 VN ea Ea 8 ewe hee ew es Raleigh 
Kimberly. B..BaltsSicd2s208s 6450 8 oh eon Cw ok ee Oe AAO Peo eee hE SS Charlotte 
Amanda. Diryvant: Dana. 6 vce oe as eee er as ea ea NST Tucson, Arizona 
Wesley W. Barkley cased cow ei sis Ga 45 ee HI oy Cal ee Ae Sa we IE A Hickory 
Kahhel-R. Barlow es. 6.036440 a ee RE ho Se Renin Charlotte 
Joseph Keith Barmetessc sit id ee Fe he GAY co ea Ae Lincolnton 
Eriko Iwasaki, Baxter ess oye ie es ew hed HE SEE PN Re hee oan ears Durham 
Bini’ At Belener accuser news dela wod eh ei sn he deena eee ees Matthews 
Maria: DeIBriNIS: 2é:¢os nt Wing BOR ae oe ot ER Lae SEE RE EERA CEES Charlotte 
Kevin VMicBell cd) i5 e408 oad 4008s dp ke ESAS CA BG ae Davidson 
Linda JONNSON- Bel v6i05.065 2h b4e 85 de Ce ee ice ee RAEN AG AE AMER CGO INS Burlington 
Erik TodG@ Bennington? sicg-ictaS5.245-5 44%, RAGA ER ERR CAAT OOM wea Monroe 
Edward Joseph: Benz. 1 ec caged pees RE PR ee Fe ee OES Charlotte 
Jennifer Barnes Bergstad ........ 6. c cece cree ene ence eee ere een eeene Fayetteville 
Dorothy Karen Berry sac dose vawne do dd eo SGeerSe Hea eal ore es Raleigh 
Keri-JO Deryiiah 4.0 5.2cheenasctan mae sie tre ee te ewes ee ews se oe6 Charlotte 
James ANGLew Betts J0ic 5 6 S85 EK OEE AR ENTERS Ae LO Se GR OELET EGA OERSS Raleigh 
Salant Gs DIdWaly jee eae ee ee Eee ee Mons ee teehee eA New Bern 
Britt Blizabeth Binghail: ¢ inetd tesco oe Sa aeae onus se N Blowing Rock 
Holly Ac BunDau: snc ne aseca ee eae CES RRP Son eee Seales ee Chapel Hill 
Bridgeto. BiShOD 4: gnpo%8 eG oe NeOee ES oo CE Ra Oe Ea ON eee a Hillsborough 
Charles Allen BlaGk, Ji ins vats aie wee au a Awe Wee are A apne Se AOR Oe alate anes Cary 
Saralttaval Bib <2: 5400 ite Ss aw wrk BK SRE wee SG ae WSs ee ee eect ad Raleigh 
James Baxter BIANON «c5-25 96-26-5445. 0 02 Rie © owe Bae ede ees Wilmington 
Dhanmiaiv As Ble hes ore needa dhe ast ge wie oben sealer tee aes Raleigh 
Darryll Walter Bolduc: oic6s enue wanvesed edad IAA Ss Ee Oe Cornelius 
Trina: Camille Boone: ss0,469 4 beo 4:8 ed ore bw BG FG SS A SOG OE MRO R Morrisville 
Mée Ry BOS. 4.ceeuntycctet iatee EAS ha ee Pee eRe ee att ela Creedmoor 
Sethi Vi BOStOCK s ctgosaw 1529 e oe ee ee Be pee ewe Che Se Charlotte 
Crystal Ann, BOWMAN: 20iadundas a 2052468 Ee Ree base a ee eh ew ORES Winston-Salem 
Wayne Winborne Boyles ...............0 00 cee ee een eens Raleigh 
Julie Baxter, Bradburn: sks rae eee ea oe CEE Ee ae Re He aS Raleigh 
Ross.M. Bradtord:.Jh. «2 44a eh $4 phd Gee ee hk a EO Washington, DC 
Razi Hunter Bragley ies 9458 & vee eee heats ea eke eka aE ee Mt. Airy 
Kerry As: DFCNN AN is 5.6% pit on ACES eS PONS Raa ee Southern Pines 
Ulmer Zack Bridges. (166607 sti Shale Hee atari Ae ee ene Cary 
James Hunter Broadwell: xsd 4s ow 6k eRe Aa va Be ET Clayton 
JONI WOSICV BYOOKER x 0..5:455 bred 6S EE ee Shs ae ees eA eS Durham 
Rachel Catherine Brooks «1. 2.42 6043s eel ees eee we eee wee e bees Winston-Salem 
Abby Elizabeth Brown « «0... 6 sce c ae ee ee eee ee eee ee ees Rockville, Maryland 
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Michael’ Timothy Brownell. io vewee it tia ones bia ch ei eae ee ees Kenansville 
Peter Evans Brownback, IV ........ 0.0... cece eee eee eens Southern Pines 
Robert: Page Diner is asking clients idee senate ae ida wages High Point 
WilliamrAndrew: Buller. c i-ccvcd ies od an dcantate dacs sowkeol a wee aeuaeesanes Apex 
Charles Patriek Bullock: -)..064.00482% 25005 eerie tee era esse Bowden Coats 
Tracy Tucker Bullock: isccsqcais 66 ath 8 EIA COS tay eee Fuquay-Varina 
Jonathan: Ryan BUMPSaMer. eis sho eid da wets wahah ee heehee eked Wilkesboro 
Jacob Like Bum: 4.5.4... 6 ct Gace ard Snakes SA eis eho ae naan ands Chapel Hill 
Jennifer Kathryn: Burlington. ;..2 seid atee We aia kde Oe eee eee ee Raleigh 
JaAMeS AVETICE DULIYV «on 3.hed oe ete ees Sst ona Sots $4 Little Rock, Arizona 
JohneChristian: Cagle: coe .dceetaaiere ieee ute lt wie beret Aloe eee Hickory 
Sheree © anlerOlin Se etic ttc trae OE eae Ral ahs Pa Oe ae Se Bow eee Durham 
Britney Nv Campuell <4-scc hina kde tat awe ye Rae oun Ste ae seats Charlotte 
Dexter M Campbell UN. aides dag ah Gee neater bain hia agin en wanes Raleigh 
Allison: Jane: siler Capps ««is4.0cesee 4s. 55 jaws ooo tt olde eee sa kee ened Oxford 
Jeffery Kent: Camenter 36.654 5.40e he de dG lot ies Dace uee kee a ees Hamlet 
AT av bbe abe aides Sots 5 toca he ead Serle PO eee ed tanec een ae ey ee an oe Raleigh 
Aliza, Carvin. caw tt. Shes Oe seb wee ete hes a Dee ade s Arlington, Virginia 
Beverly Ac Carroll sy. 64.4 cutie OCs neh Sue bead eae ke os Rock Hill, South Carolina 
Emily Katherine Cartwright ........0. 0.0... 00. eee teen Greensboro 
Arthur Lee Cash. Ji shod ei cae heh Se hat a oe ORES e Chicago, Illinois 
Frances Carmen C astill@ cine aks ee are nd ERO) Wale as ow BE SO Race aos Durham 
Darlene Gill CHAM erS: hanes cia: hweke es Ve on Oe eR eee He Greenville 
Alyssa Marsnhall’Chene -: 30.2.3, si oe eae amie he eee oe le eet Durham 
Jetrey: William CHiIGGYrS:. 4. 20455.3 .eon 4 hae at 0s oaths eta Beatie mena Durham 
PORN AN YVO GCUNSON. 26 song oo ASS are Secret ON we hae ard Sinha eb bce eal eg Clemmons 
David Matthew Ghromy cso < cede bind Said es Chow oe heed a tee take st Matthews 
Lisa Caio 2G 63 inde ois bho Gee eee we eee a Gnmeeeete 4 Chapel Hill 
Angela Re CUS is oie beste BUSA WEA GOP ASUS RRP HETN Cheektowaga, New York 
Femme G: Clark: 2204-2 taitli oeawe et ibe ave ithe ee Ita aoe es oad ees Raleigh 
JASON Pal Old COALS 64 4nd c 4k oe Hae REA hw PSA KORO ee Four Oaks 
Edward Kenneth Coblesi:s i viele ils 44 oS SLA OR eK RS Oe BEES Charlotte 
Gerry Crouch Gogein Wises sae acne bane oer Boy an the OA Rinne Geneeee Charlotte 
Brandon MM. COIDY: 4032 sa nated atiadeohe oS tae $a ess eee hen Ashland, Massachusetts 
JOHN Willian Coleman 454. 6c ee Neh See OS ERE eas Wilmington 
Wendy Cay COnOVer 4.) aoc gox iatiiine Roast eeu Ree h eras Raleigh 
Francis: 7.. CONSIdine 4 .o.e 8 cuneate Ee eels OA he Che Oe ete Weddington 
Jennifer Gayle COOke: cic wun sche uhatewnay kode lee Mee ne state oe Coats 
ANdrEW COOKSONG a3 a'en wae need teow eos e eee bY omens wea teee s Durham 
Jgennifer Reaves: GOONEY 25 hich POR EA 6 GS i PEA EW SE NEE A Fayetteville 
Nancy d+ COppO lay wie eae Aue ee cance ear A aaah ars ares nig Wee muted, eee ee Raleigh 
Maryellen Kerr Corbett: 242 ead ania cee hoi’ wi ee ds cee ore s0oe Seba e ees Raleigh 
Willian: RNOdeS COLrpett, «555, 40.05.4 $-oe Uns Oh ODS ARES ALES OR Greensboro 
GC, (DESTNeG ANAL: COUCH) cose wor ae. oe wes Po Be OES ea ee ERM Durham 
Michelle’ VizzZuso: CrawiOkG 42% ¢s-46ckn nore ache wad Behe d Sa AR alee Charlotte 
Nicole Anyssa Crawiord | 325s ets ieee tee entire Pees oen Seba. a8 Chapel Hill 
William Ezekiel Hollingsworth Creech ......... 0.2.00 eee eens Raleigh 
COMM Kh: CLOSsilal 16444 eos tase eh eee PP aoe Ree SS ea ee coe ea od Durham 
Rachelle J Croucn es wen athe akan On oa Ee Rea ee EW e ee Bury ace Sac es Durham 
Andrew Se. CulcertO: 33 yx eet a ee oT A DEKH EWP EA OS Charlotte 
Michelle: Lyn: Cunninghant os.06.44.26ee ei buakae wer er edaidaenc a tiean in: Chapel Hill 
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Kathleen: Grace Curameng .1i.46405.22¢ onset ek sb eae eee ete ss Chapel Hill 
Eva’ CamilesCurrint « oc 2 ica ceatieos adsense Dee ae ee fee da eee Sie ase 6 Raleigh 
Priscitla Ashley Darden: 3.¢4 500s 24us Gwe oe eh noi sia See Weegee Wilmington 
Jeffrey McClain Davis: <.c<:h6s04 cae 8 tao Gute ead One ae eee ees Greensboro 
Melissa Doreen Davis <-oc6 cide beae he eRe OOOO EES eee Pee ew Pee Oakboro 
Stephanie Nachele Davis ... 0.0.0... ccc eee cece een e cece aenneeens Columbus, Ohio 
Guy: Richard DeCarlnecd oo. do tde ene ee eae SAO PSE EERO a RG Raleigh 
Charles Caleb Decker” 2c sa:24 £55. Geo det eee dd au ho SAS Sou Ae ee Naess Clyde 
Christen: Li: DeGabrieule. -o.cs.ocs 6 sauce se Phos eee be teens Pe ORE A es Nags Head 
Sara Levin-Delamar i n.c6 orca tisead eh Ate eae eee ee oot eee Chapel Hill 
Amy ROSE: DEID -j-c:iet ny siden chaviehe see neta S pean Sa Rea e nee Winston-Salem 
Robert Kelly Denton <.cx0xes.csdseR ete cad igen Seen ae oie es Morganton 
AMY Lis DEWILE sorcie os eh 4 Ra SORTER Seales wa DERI eee Arlington, Virginia 
NAGregOry De WIE? o4a.0 ena ine tS aon dea AER Se eC EO as Durham 
Juan: Miguel Diaz wo+t.aiue ne ee Pie SPR See esate sede Jacksonville, Florida 
Anna Kari, DICMeNDAGCH és vob Ki Ae Chee Re ee wee aad Gastonia 
Richard Alexander: Diener ¢ a5. 6::4-5-6:85 SB Se GE CA HERONS BD Chapel Hill 
Kelly EDU! 2.5.6 acre eah. toe eee Mae ade St Gee tae Gea eae ae Hope Mills 
Deborah Gynt Diman’ ¢.4.0 cn des bees eek lew tee eee eae Winston-Salem 
Bryart Grerory DOUge 356 ication ees ate et A A a awa Lillington 
Suzatine Jones: Dodge: i ficd ace oe sb eee Shed 4 oxo he oon a aes Lillington 
Walter-1.. Donaldson dll. :hc.a. taal are S23 es ha hie dees CS Bae BAAS Charlotte 
Alan DOOrASaMY: Dh ccaiw esd uit enn Rew ol els Ae ae Boe das Winston-Salem 
Argyll Traynham DOM: 2) yaissin toca s $A Ge BARES Oe eRe eeesaa? Flat Rock 
Jacqueline: Marie Druan cess a tc5 Fie ook doeth hae OD ed re Beane Mooresville 
Nancy Reed Dunn d 6 satin Peete kaw betwen o in ded Soltek Me aes Raleigh 
Kristina Lyn Barwo00d :s e0a.6 454-6446 242 Se with o a tee tee OF Sees Waynesville 
Nathaniel James Earw0od 6.0) 62 fac wide Kawa d th 4 CoG RR EERE We ew ESA Waynesville 
Karla’ Gene BAves sc oo6 oo oe ee hea re se Goh 2S eee Eee eee Midland 
Veronica: Lynn Edmisten 36.24 6605-44 eau aioe ee eke poh a Sk wetlnsinas Greensboro 
Benjamin Rushing Edwards) o.t0c0cvs.4iween Sib e SoA 5 ee Ves wae Greensboro 
Alexander Elkan ii cisnscet Phe wl unre as OS Spee OP Daa An RS RRR RRS Chapel Hill 
Daniel Barry Eller ocacicis oe9 4 eS oe ERO ee ere Swe Rock Hill, South Carolina 
Larissa Sha-Vone Ellerbee 2 ox. 56.66 ok oo ial SOO OE ke Re OY SEO Durham 
Michael Ke BOtUl os 5-Bda £b0 errs 6 SA eho ae Oy CLOG SO EE eet Haw River 
Chretta Mava‘BINSOM. 23cm condos ce oh ete ee RR a Ss RYU care Bs High Point 
Jennifer Lynn Englander «.4 «22.3 .465 6.050 nneiene Meee oe oes New Orleans, Louisiana 
Daniel Hines Entzmitiger <.ci< cacy ec eee ease hs exe OES eae e eee ed ead Greenville 
Pail Revere Bryinis UL 6 iii wa ao bards wea Gee Ee be nates Doha ee Kees Waynesville 
Cortney S.: PSCAravage: s<.i.cccseur iw ceeded tna ey eas rae Sew Waynesville 
Ramilalt Tani Fx .<.5.94sh 4g ens 2 eel ech oe ee eae eee aa Newton Grove 
Kathryn MeDaniel. Byster nc4 cictacts the apa ee pe ae Ped Seen ole eee OOS Greensboro 
Whitney Bishop Fairbanks 1 2<.d4..ckheeto otis nek te eh Ganon 24 ue ae Wilmington 
James Robert Faucher” x.6<45e0640 044th ees ee ew ee ke Se ee Greensboro 
Karen KR. Peekeh, -(ochetc tad tee ones eee eos heb ee oS Charlotte 
soshiia: Karlin: BeICrMan. «5.6 43S ie Ge eric Gee SSS Soke oes OS Durham 
Jocelyn. Regina Ferguson: a-sccc ick Ga wheaes came dans oad ran mew ews Charlotte 
Janel Kleinhardt Ferrara .............0. 00s cece ees Walterboro, South Carolina 
isa Beth Merrell 2 525 corsa a's Gee hE RE oe OR Be ee RS Bie dren CA Wake Forest 
David Graham: PING 64-< + cee dbo ca bak eae oe ae hnbu Sha een SP Ae eS Charlotte 
Abigaildane-Piuzgerald. <s4.od0ison ce ees ee one wds peal ee ey S Winston-Salem 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


Andrew Larry Fitzgerald ©) 233.033i0s0 a8 fae euswasaci aes ogen Seen ws Winston-Salem 
Michael ohn Plak G16 o6-84a 66a ee oe ots Ha eee ao ahs eee ee Wadesboro 
RODert ANdre-TIeCUTY, Jt: siirsa vate 6d ee es eae e ee eee eu ea ws Winston-Salem 
JcSCOlUl PIOWELS: cusses 8s ties ee Si ee soe se oew he Geto mes ieee Fayetteville 
Erin, Laure) Vai xc ico See Sete cae Sees eee eed Anchorage, Alaska 
Baralicl OL: s hoste ots ete Ae reas SS wr ee BIg ae ke ea asia ae seen LOS Raleigh 
David: Michael Fothergill «ico = cceh sig Roa ae Hee SSS Sees Winston-Salem 
WiChael A NOX nck cok onan ea oul Pee bee ewe ae eee Charlotte 
JOCY Fe FOXNAM eit wees soba Sire MAE EWS Setar pa A eee Lyman, South Carolina 
Saliara: RY GEL POX o50 toa sci bade ep hcamermn nd OSM EIN WS ROSS WSN G OHI Charlotte 
Terry: C.F an 2 ake tcp kaa ceei hie ee A Rae dome Ge eR oe ae DO Rea Kill Devil Hills 
Michael K. Friedbere- nek aids ead tetire sos ee et ae 240 by See Charlotte 
Karen Elizabeth Friedman ........ 0... cs cece cere eee eee eee e owner Fayetteville 
Jonathan Eric FVTICSEN? 141 £9 ob8s eke GA es Pais SE aS oes Research Triangle Park 
Kristen Irene Froelich ........ 0... cece wee e eee etree neces Louisville, Kentucky 
Tristan Anne Pulere? io.6 edn ks hes Seats ORGY REE ES es Burlington 
Ross Ropert: Fulton. is-542-sekeeie ee re ek ee See oe ee toe Charlotte 
Amy LYnh Punderplit 65.8 ds. ca toi ce oe EO Rai Oe ee Pee ea Monroe 
Bra We 5 erences ciate eee ees ney eae nae ae ete a ee ee Winston-Salem 
Robert Jonn- Gale sickens ane wee ee eee ewes Simpsonville, South Carolina 
Stephanie Alexis Gaston 2.0.2... 0... cc ce ee eee eee nes Raleigh 
Kelley Lockiian :Gauger: «24 06 sada ein G05 96 waats ee SOU Ge Ge eR et Se Durham 
Kristy Dale Gentry spt aiterace ain sik Rohe eae OE en EG es Roxboro 
Carolyn Ragan Georviade: «3.4.0.5 ave di Gee ie ae twee he CER e aaa es Durham 
Stephanie Jane: Gibbs! 25620344 ner eeuye owe’ Van Seah eka tea eas Raleigh 
Thomas Ramsey Goddard 2s.465-5466-64 Sie eden alow PERS DRS e eS Clayton 
JasOrn VACHE. GOINSs << deiw esses Set eee NG BSE Oy Rt OO hes aed oes Clemmons 
Lor Shannon Goins: 6.0% 6 ase ee hea ahs Chath eased aed these eb ee Saws Mars Hill 
Aaron: Preston. Golub: s <acicos8 434.6 oe bea See 1 VEGA AA OS HD HERA Greensboro 
Keith Randal Grove Goodwin .........0 00. ce ee eee eee Durham 
Melissa: Sonia Gove: 64 102 hi vd Dial Ob hes RG SR eae we Wilmington 
Matthew JUStin- Gray. £4.29 6 5 ie 4 5b. he BEE CREE EERE OE EREW OE OE ES Chapel Hill 
Bimily Durante Greene s:ssia ee wasp ea ee eae e Sar eee es Hass Oak Ridge 
Lavra Abermethy Greer %, 243s caw SAW Serer Po se FES SRE TERE eee Lewisville 
Debra Annette: Grimains: i466. 464.45 Sha eee SEA OD Mew Reto ead aes Raleigh 
Edward Weede Giiges: «csc e hosp ean entesrn pee set AG eet awd Winston-Salem 
TONY Ce Gurley ited wad ots Soa s 4 hee BA awed coe oS COREE OREM Ea Bet es Raleigh 
MONICA RAGUY sic ice eae eee Oe tae payee OTF ETE eee Ee Winston-Salem 
Jenniter Thanh: Hae o.05.4 bya ded wae ee Ree Cae Ota oie etiam et Goede tae 4 Charlotte 
Mare Kimberly Ha@gard: ..5:.605 0 os aeieeoreusdes Washington, District of Columbia 
JONI... Haley scones tees oye eae Ee ee BE ew toa Tega Cay, South Carolina 
Patrick: CORWIN« Hall 653.0. 404.484 bees ale eee dies awe ee ole Oo Ai oe Statesville 
Tia: Nichole Hall. 963.06. £46:4-%2 3 tt SS. Se ee ee aoe ee OH aA es Rea ae tee Raleigh 
Katherine Denise Hallauer-Fox .......0.0. 0. cece ee ee ee tens Warne 
Alger Vason Hamrick; IV scales dow eaeado hd Oats aint Mee NAR a ea Raleigh 
Mary Elizabeth Hill Hanchey. cas ccodee de cigason ees wee OSG FO Durham 
JOsnua. David Hansen: 64 ss.w hss dhe w GG alae eo Ge Sheds NERY PER OTS Morrisville 
Mary-Anne Harden: 204.0444 boas nen ewes as bee bee Lesa Tulsa, Oklahoma 
Christa:Gayle Hardie: <ic.2n, 206.25 s4 .eeeus eon e ene oar oaks eS ees Clayton 
Amanda. Det LALMON: 53:64:64.8 faci hoe ee CaS PEE See ee Hendersonville 
Kristen: Lyn Hains: 25:400.3.0w ocd Are Hawes ae die ee es A ee AEE Winston-Salem 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


Mark MadiS@n artis .d6c0% 5.5.5 pk eae 4 We hes 4 SORE OSG SO SOR Fayetteville 
Carol AGker Hayden: 6 si%0 o5 ete be oe See tev i OS ae Rew eee ee Raleigh 
JOCIC Fe: HAVES 4446s end d hadae ote beeade of. jue ne oe le ewe nee ete ae Charlotte 
Shain LenGIs Haves: in o9 sated ated earn Bone aie eanlendh ok Wal ace dae engere aes Asheboro 
KFIStie sls FICOLICK 5 isis Sass: foeoe ares Have eee al Be a etek Sere ake ae ee Raleigh 
Misty Coble Hedspeth sess icasetttecedeewte eas at aeet de eases Burlington 
James. Hetieran, JG. cick Chesca ni ealeswn cedar ioe euraen es Dearborn, Michigan 
Kevin J OSeDIV HIS? cecco-duuc eto tale weer Rhdwa ke ot lewledm ee wee Charlotte 
Emily Catherine Helms x.c6 2-23 o0s.c540 ¢teente ated cess oer eer Winterville 
JOT FO HennING dT) che och ode alten Wa ee HEGETES pea ee ee Franklin 
Douglas Grandt Heron .35.44.5 000s Maa eeriow ae wen hae eee South Riding, Virginia 
Charity Lynh-Hicks4. 24 ciec4 22 os eee tute cea beet ae eum ee, sete ease Wilmington 
Matthew BaGwarGsHill’ <.vnaadetss ees e reat etd wera ooN Ge esas died ee Oriental 
JereniyC: MUCH ¢ hit.t3 ete ss. bs Rhy SR eae kl mead bd CHE nd wees s Raleigh 
Willian hs TEEXGOM. 44% oboe du ti doe oc aa Gai aes eee DA Oa er Rdete wns eases Charlotte 
Jonathan Travis; HOCKAday: sicccs soba a yo Sa ee oes ard Ses aale pee eee Dunn 
David Michael Holmes .............0. 0.0 cece cece cee eee eee nees Buies Creek 
Julia: Sullivan HOO 4:62 ta. Ge eee etak iw oes iw dba Reg esate ae ese Raleigh 
Pavyion:D Wight HOOVER 2 scc25 oe ae tase eee Se tieenee ee ees Kinston 
Ashley Harris: HOMsDY \«.2303c22Gsecsiw a yu oe eeaetie be Ad Suet Flat Rock 
Justin David HOWard cise cae ane boom SSeS Sew Aenea Sawer a ON eh eae eee Cary 
Robert Bat) Howard. Jr. ..¢ 052 dabei Se ei Seat wa dw baa eee Raleigh 
Lesh Mi HO Wel in! ok ccane Gait Bre eg ee asd oe eaten See hei eet Seow cte Carrboro 
Ashley Bree HOW1e -i fo oh Grd duis SEO Sele etme ory a Amada ee nears Coats 
Nancy Lewis HUeGgereh? wii2 asada ike on tated cabs oes aw dots eee ya es Charlotte 
LauraAshley Huffstetler <.2.iae du hated ee dm eOh se Sr ees eh ies Laks Gastonia 
Sethe M  Hutistetier few eee oe See ee thn BoE WE Lo ew eG eens Charlotte 
Molly Green HUGSiNS 6.04.4 pet ted Wake oh CS BNSEE ete OSS Ge asieoees Durham 
Jenniter APNG HUGHES 365. ace hee ioe ees e eda ene ane eee ee aa eee eS Charlotte 
Clifton Jason HumMporey e224 eset ota dee dole cies SEE ABOU eee eiadaes Clinton 
James Bryan Hunnings, UW o.c2 nk eneale et ile ota ase ee eh hee PRR eB RRO Cary 
Mathias Hancock Hunoval) .50c:.0054 csac.hey ce eVedeGiee Nae Se sees ses Wilmington 
Bradley Sw Hunt 2.5 tere fied a esac ees ener RAR a wegesen High Point 
Nancy Tennie: Hunter 15. ¢ vejed oe Sb Bae ete eb esateeenat feaeeae ses Durham 
Williaa: Clark ISeGnnOur 4 .43.4.c-64aie aia 88h wad Gee we ASS aa ee Concord 
JONR David Wey ST. 35 caeee.ce dtu ee so tee tae ae uae ees ae ees Benson 
Cynthia Lyin Jaeger s.23023.b o oes os does iye Sh eee eee aed aes Mooresville 
JOC COCK JAULe GU: 6. diic55. 404 are ONO ee AS Gea ee Gwe waLs Raleigh 
Virginia: Paris: d CMKINS: gc. 5. fog he aes women ten gts Re Ded sae Ate AY Bene gto o-w ES Raleigh 
Barry Clarence Jennings. 5.0 2s 8s Oe ou Manne she ode ts Gos ee ee os bee aes Cary 
Robert Noel JENNINGS sy 25d Adertate ssa seks Meneame ek eee ahead oS Chapel! Hill 
Elizabetht.S: SCSUCE Seis.c5. sh descg ern ant wees ar & he ghee Bee aN ow hemes eg doe atecd Greensboro 
Christopher David JohnnsGn «2% $4.28<testoswwasiegutee ad ia eases Apex 
Elizabeth Hendrix Jonnson: s.46 0.2034 2 best bee eed awsome Jae bees Seb os Durham 
Terri ANn-JONNSON: f.ce elie) 356 46.04 eee hie Se ea hale Oh ea dees Olin 
William: Leslie JONNSON: TVs. sahoise sin eis eGov ced sn eel Aes Ha ae eas Elizabethtown 
Lisa JONNSON- TONKINS= 3056 oad ee oS chy ba a bee eee aes wore Greensboro 
Barbata Anne JONNStON a a5 cows teu enwerandha Leese hens ede s See oe Charlotte 
James Trevor JONNStON:.:; s).6¢ c04hs W4b bee EN ieee SORES SEO Hs Richmond, Virginia 
Rebecca LYNNne VONNSION 44 viata 44 cad ete e.h pee Teak he GOS Asheville 
Neil D.JONdS: fosacheek sas ce oe dae dd bas etd Lara ont eee aha as Charlotte 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


Clavton- Jonathan Jones Ni.) op nites hea gota van eta tee tamnes ohaos Durham 
Kevin BugeneJOnes: afte ces ais ime GaGa asa ee hheey ce thaws aoe Durham 
MIStY JOLOChSet 4:5 5.65.6, 4th son gn Sees Coreen hn a het ohare OSE Lite Tabor City 
Connie Suzanne Edwards Josey ......... 0... eee eee etnies Raleigh 
JASOU BDIAGLOY Kay Gal e4-yiesie LSA APA RA abe RIOT haw ay ew Mebane 
Amy Io: KOCGdI 2 venice do ceale cease ore hie Greenville, South Carolina 
Joseph Nicholas. Kendall oc c5s3u 344-4 554i Sere Lad poe PS Ree Me hes Charlotte 
Kirsten: Blizabem: Kenney: o20560402 Modis eben hie ea ew's tees A eS Durham 
Bryna Tobi Mody gc Bi accaseh oda tee neo a Die ee aoe yo Ph ae Oak Island 
Wells Patterson Kin® -¢9.05:4 54 d55auce ae ig oe EN oe eS eae a as ened eer eeiahs Roxboro 
Kimberly Elizabeth Kizziall + es6 44nd 598 Spo GE kGhS BEER O SS GA HERR OG Cary 
JASON: MaKNOUe isis 36 eae wa eR he ose ON he SS ee Washington, DC 
An. Biizapeth: KUlich: j4.00:84 6c ei he re a ee Ae Peg Oe ae Fayetteville 
Hoang? Van Lam 444 vivs Reta we nied sages fay Ma mieee sees ee we wae a tOks Raleigh 
SCOLt Walden: DAM x5 2o.v.a04s bres at bes PEG ee wees nae wee Me ONE Bea 4 Arden 
Jonathan Truett Lanier: is .ies ise Fete een tieween toes Pe eas Buies Creek 
Alexander Ih. LApInSi) 65.6.0 eek Ce Fe BPE SEES REELS REET OSLER SRK Apex 
Yolanda: Wilene Lawrence: 625 dec. see SS eA ae OH as Ee Chapel Hill 
Robert Charles: Lawson: 6 .ciesoe cies a Sine $a oe Pe We dee es Winston-Salem 
Sartlvn Harded Leary, hie ee he ee BOs} ore Dane wei ae Se eee ees Hope Mills 
Katherine M.:RossileBar sa savers thas LA eye leew de ee eee ee ee Raleigh 
MEE AICS i ocak adap OE ERS PO EGR GE ODER VERA RAE OE EO RS Winston-Salem 
Brooke Gallimore Leland: ¢24-24.0<Nio i sae bee de wad wadaw does obs Holden Beach 
Me@redith Genel <<. ces cd oA baa Belt Ore hd Be doen ie als bed hak OS Fletcher 
Joseph Lee Levinson e245 ohne tl ca eu eid eset ote ea ee ee sae aN Benson 
JON Cy LinGley MN: <aickad wane nie ere ie nye GW hry mene i aye eens Charlotte 
Matthew Ci Bite: oc x oh ORS whee ON eile ie DO AERTS BAS OTE eee Cary 
Steven: NGL DONG 4 ,.gachewle oe 4G Sa wee eas So Ate See BLE eee eat New Bern 
ROTO: GC. LOW sncu cee ieee teecian tee PERE) Ne ea ee ees Wilmington 
Michelle Suzanne Lowder .......... cece ccc e erect etna sree eee ene China Grove 
Michele R. Luecking-Sunman ......... 0. ccc cece eee ee eee renee neces Durham 
Michael Shaun Lundy =.0c003<uceed suse wos ace ete be Serta asl be Troutman 
Jennifer Lynette Wilson Lupton .. 0.0.66. .a eee cee bee eee emer een seen Cary 
James SEMEN Vet a 6.162t eh ebe win tame bie Me Reaey Been Sa RE Meee Durham 
PTOI AA Ce oe oder Aen pcde hx RA Rew aten e wha Gre ica eae 2 ras ASE Gs iene Durham 
NikitaVidal- Mackey % i: 2dccos pv cict Se Barat ede ee Nw FR pied tae Ahan ated Charlotte 
Raminder Singh: Madar -i.0.6:5.).440.00 48 oes pe eee ee ee eee ewes Winston-Salem 
Kurt: David Mal Kaeo vcd cthas ord ebaue erie Rowe we CRs Rea OWS Fayetteville 
Christopher Barton Major ..........-...0 0-0: e eee. Piedmont, South Carolina 
Preston Scott. Manning <s i080 cou wend We SG PUSS Sha Seb aS SEE Dies ae eee Kinston 
Matthew Theodore Martens «i .4:26.444 606 dae eee SO AS FA Oe Charlotte 
JOSE: MAPUINS si. 005 «256d § Ae eae itene ees eu ee Gg GSR GENES Asheville 
Alicia ‘Catherine: Marzo. ig ikki ei eo % Rise oe ERs had se SS i ows Greensboro 
Martha Caniden: Massie: <5 05-4 itay te op tuck Yen oe BA ee SR ee A oe Julian 
Kerri Leigh Smetzer: Mast. ss. dca 40 24 wise ots News a Ges hae ew aed Charlotte 
Gary Daniel: MCCOMUN 24 ecic ae ote eee ee tae Mua e ite was Charlotte 
Tiffany Tennille McConnell vinci as cic cen ise eed ee Alexandria, Virginia 
Keith Matthew McGahan ........ 0.0.20 eee eee Gainesville, Florida 
Charlés Bugene MCGee: in cv ao eae eae Raa Chapel Hill 
Katherine Flood McKenzie: s6s.i664 0k ek das ioe daw eh ee ora h we OS Elizabeth City 
Katherine Stukeés MCKeCNZIE 4 si. 26 Gace ee Eda SAEED a ree Rees Chapel Hill 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


Lui@as MoOre MCR CON ss iis.ic'a 5 5.3'e wee bon ee aw Bid AES kde So esd 4 Te Greensboro 
Christopher Brendan McLaughlin ........ 0... 0. cc ec eee e ees Durham 
Corey Christopher McManus .............. 0... ccc eee eee e eee ees Matthews 
Patil Joseph: McNamara vs soia5 sng hwy be OAS Sa a ae ee Winston-Salem 
Megan-Colleen McNelhe 25. c0s30-de2 04 sewed Gaeds eae cad awk Sadik eare a4 Charlotte 
Brian Duncan Meaenann:2.4...5:00 15 wiine daa Wade aN aes aaa ehh oe RRA Raleigh 
Ronnie: Douglas Medlin, Jl. <4. i ¢isin co dew bok Bho RASA Oe A New Bern 
Alexis ENSUn. Men: 36s tw bik eds Coward hak Cee eae ede kg Palen Richmond, Virginia 
Christopher James Meister ..........0.0 0.0... c ccc eee eee eee Indiana, Pennsylvania 
Derrick Charies MeGity, sci -s:4 05:6 65) ais Rae ts Braid acd oe wd pe ote. Ree ek bao Chapel Hill 
Brian Raymon Maer’ och d ca tars wed aed a eS hak GA awh aT dha CREE als Carrboro 
Kelly Diane Mier sco i cate oa. ciate Nirae Gee aaded NH SA ea clos ek aa ae bas Apex 
Rebecca Hester Miller: o.0%.044-¢20de wes Gwin doe ba ee wnkee bawe dues Winston-Salem 
IRAtring Marie MALO: a. occcdedts p50 bea Bee ee edo wea G wean ied was doats Charlotte 
Var ei WE: cc yest g coaree osgs an c  G w aae Ba ek s e de ease ee hance Chapel Hill 
Dawn TL WMISWeUG: 62.2 soccse eda nose aie ebb Nos podunk arte Charlotte 
Vaughn Steven Monroe ......... 2... ccc cece ee ene eee ee ees Asheville 
Kendra Ashcroft Montgomery-Blinn ......... 0.0.00... 0. cece eee eens Durham 
Lisa As MORGANS o.i-2 54a ouehrs ooo ee Ge 2 Soon dara ere eS Arlington, Virginia 
DUC AS: KOI MUG YOY add se acariaeore s arse ae & trem arb, onan win dian Bo necte Bade Geode Bind ewes Apex 
Timothy. Matthew Mullinax:.-<2:.4 ss:06a04 vex Ga dave werner a eee Caen a Hendersonville 
Catherine Jane Munro ........... 0c cee cece eee eee St. Petersburg, Florida 
ANCCIs, GRANNY 4-45 eed a leches aera @ Ow re eigee A Whted! ean dees eae es eS kd Charlotte 
Kristopher David Muse 2.2.2.6. 060000 e sees eneeneseyeesies Oak Ridge, Tennessee 
Bradley Joel NanCe: +. 36 sid, aed S SRE opis d Ao ee Pas hala eee ewe Boa ee Spencer 
Michael Emmanuel Navarro ............ 00.00 c cece eeu ae Valley Stream, New York 
Heather Dawn Miller Nichols ..........0...0 00.0. ccc cee eee cece eee ens Hope Mills 
Christy NOC)? 55 dedecccgs teand hae e witin te 4 Sad When bed Bases Silver Springs, Maryland 
Patricia Peteced: OBO yle: «i. sires Seaskencee Be gon SRS he OW oak aie la Currituck 
Rebekka Anne Olsen ....... 0... cc cee eee tee teen ene eneanteees Durham 
PIVSSA Sy OMWARG os spose nse outdinG Wig ceo e ae hoe AEG a ks ano ae Wilmington 
Carrie Anne Orlikowski .........0 0.000. c cere ete eee e eee eeeeenas Wilmington 
Heidi Lynn Osterhout:::0% bo Gk os OR i es wa os Sherwood, Arkansas 
Catherine Etheridge Otto 20.0.0... eee eee tence e een e bes Raleigh 
PU WAG ANC. oseretaee teed are SS ee ek Seaham, eles va nb eek Apex 
Daniel J PAMMer ts oxo 5 wi aaa ae Abies OS pa tk eee eae oases Greensboro 
George Wesley Parker JY ¢.0.2.4.4.¥ 2603.6 dake ed nae vane owas Durham 
JHINOS Ve FParkGndh itl ac yeh ees, Ry NRE Re TAS Washington, Georgia 
Karhieern Ann Paneer 5.528 cae ease a torica & we lacnecw ouch areal ae ata ake eee Siler City 
Kisa Michelle Parker ....... 0... 0. ccc eee eee crete tect eeeneeeunes Wilkesboro 
RODDIG: BICC PAlkel :4:-c0cpcse g4-ste anaes ois. aos aaa eater ened Columbia, South Carolina 
Rebecca Harbour Partesotti ......0.0.00 00.0000. n eng Chapel Hill 
AME lia NICOle- Paton’ «5-6 cees: itd 4G Se Rte aed eek wy den Gate Sah ween 2 Winston-Salem 
Lor Reese Pavion. .xtige en tute te ee out see et otck oe Shae te ieee de Charlotte 
JONN James: Pavey Je. <6 ae oo hee enced guid Gin dS wierd ees cond wa bd @ ocala nk BS Sylva 
Susan Louise Peacock ......0. 0.0... ccc cnt cence tne eeneeeas Chapel Hill 
Brian Thomas Pearce ....... 0... ccc cece ec ccc ee eet eee ee eeesnneeeeas Charlotte 
Walter: Mi Pence Nl ..4:4.5 4.0% ato, oa Pee eh aS oe tae oda eee eee eee Oriental 
Wark Dyhit POTN ig «tnd % ua ama oases el ecae eg Wh ee oar ea de hed whe i hk Lillington 
Relly Anne PF G1 st aa uote eee ne ae ee Sh Be be CSUR Wek he waka es Morrisville 
Andrew Lee. PetersoM: a oso43. 4.6 seas cee GSE a Shah ale it eke te hedohd aw Hoag Creedmoor 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


Drew Henry: FPeverson 5 46sec 6 eG ee bs See oe eR ee ede eos Matthews 
Jettrey Warren-PHUNIDS 6% seaekeace a4 od ak dee gid See SI ewe ae Rocky Mount 
JON Co PMNS: dcth-s ose iene i ahv OO 2 ears oS ea Sas od Nee eS Clayton 
Michael David: PRUDS. s3.0.0icedid c0G4 dba BoA ene 4 WEEE MARE EWE BEES Pfafftown 
JASON PICNG. 2.65 bes oh aie owe Sette te ice SA ee RUA Sane a we eal Gastonia 
Slisall. Margaret Pike: sive Vie sues Aa eae eta Rh Ee wRae SRG o8 Winston-Salem 
Pane: BD: PINnSKer te ee-4ar edhe 8 4 od WOR A ORR SAR AEM ESSE AED FRG Raleigh 
EpOny Jeaielle Pitman. 9.6-6044- neues Sew ee Awe a ae ae eag wea os Vee Raleigh 
Creath ‘Louise Moore Pollak sich ohne Sate ee LS RYO Belmont 
PZaADetN Haves. FOreMDA ccrcs ate ek Peek Fe Rare OR OR BEERS Holly Springs 
Lindsay Pace: Pravg Uy sce. ses stint Bie kt bree ee iameons et aw eee Winston-Salem 
Bric Hdward Pridgen 6-1-2¢0-0% esavbaw dei uecace de eee whe dh OO Gainesville, Florida 
James Dian Pridgen: 5 u2h.0.<e tees pee Rew ey aS aw ORS econ es ie eee Rone Sims 
BdWara Os PIinCG: 2544 462s tex es haa Sheree re eee eee aeies yeas Charlotte 
Polly Blizabein /Proctor 5.0 tice 5 hi vd pa Get RS bee tae eee eon Charlotte 
Christy Dé6e@. Priiitt.is.s5 esa tages tae oeeeden See idie td asians eeweesh Bead Chapel Hill 
Stacy. Marie Race 44 in-aw. ae aiiy f Stata ak as gn Man EON aE martes Knightdale 
Demetrius Gennaro Rainer............. ee ee eee ee Oe ee eee eae: Charlotte 
Neal AnNGrew: Ramee 4 assgtiets Cand d. ou He OHS EOS Re MO EA Pans bee Raleigh 
ANNE JOAN RANdall ses SR yea wedne aeH et neve Hee, We ee ae eR ee SE Charlotte 
Willian Walter Rapp was co4r6. chad to wow cota Bes 3 Re ae R ey A eke oe Wilmington 
Ashby THACKSton Ray. «5.2.00 canon gaits onausovy tebe oa eeie bea eee ase Raleigh 
Cory Andrew RayDOMnn: «iio 6h 6o ATi Rees beta eee Jamestown 
Rhoda Lyon Raymond: sc ode Hebd bio aa Pete a eewae ed Richmond, Virginia 
Forrest: Godirey head, LY 225 23: ew ee BRAS EG OS ep ee SR Ss Chapel Hill 
Vakeisha Renee Read: 32.9.1 ete ee S255 ieee oe ee aw essa ers Durham 
Ternica: Gasnun Reanela: ig/eukaekace atte oad seek Bhan eed San eee Ee ees Durham 
Christopher B:Remhard: ni.25534.6c4a tbs edoi ta eieg acu Saeed wiiee woh iae Durham 
Adar Haley Reynolds: 245 faa Skanes, oe Go eet Deis Thana Charlotte 
Jamal A; NING nardl: foie ee sth on es oo ka a DA St SOR ORAS Morrisville 
Allyn. Burchtield RWOG6ES «7.4 i652 44460004 a ee Meee ok tnd ooh eee aes Charlotte 
Cindy Marie RICE: j4.che eieteee ey ew ee ee ee ee ee a es Asheville 
AUGIG KS. Ries "434.4 teeth ees bien Sp a ee Aa he bey ee ee ee Raleigh 
Heatner: Faye Riley sev droits es SEA Eee EE ee tee ee eh Raleigh 
WONN. La RHODES mse iak eso ee Pe ly ek, ey nh ie ede Ws a eh oe hele Cary 
Kristin Nicole: RoODINSON os 23.445624205 44 ode nto Ge tos cd Sante k ee ehadas Charlotte 
JOnNEW iia ROCOUCK cdle isu a Rot ee alee ot dead ewe wet neih ee ak Raleigh 
Tea: Owen Rogers: Jt. 26 sx cceadanmcuds.4 etadae eae oie nae bias Seas Morganton 
Kimberly B: ROSenbehe cs 66 26k 4. P05 bs eS eee e BR hae se CA ewe we RS Apex 
AQaM DCWIS ROSS a4.32 649 45h bso eka see a Rees che Ge Ge hed oe epee Charlotte 
ROGriCKk A; ROUSE: 937s 4 ees Sheela e eee Ae Sa Ee Oe Re Kinston 
Stephen Mdward: Ryan cedis aa eee ehag ak eee aw 6 RE Montgomery, Alabama 
Rohan: George Ssabapathypullal s; 24c4agesccel piace ceduwiow tense tae teens Durham 
OCYAIgie- LD “SAaNGersS: 6c ee yea ER OS REA PA ae Re Durham 
Micah JOUR SdNGeTSON: outcast acdsg a eae ae he eee Dew aly Steatham eat atees Lincolnton 
David Michael Sardvite noi. nbc eas ho tee beds oo aeiwd 4 ices eRe Apex 
Connie Wildred Sawyer. UT o..-4 2 saab 4 os oh hw Medea GSM RO Ee Charlotte 
Amirah Raushanah Scarborough ...........0 00. eee eee ene Morrisville 
Camilla.Catherine SCHUDD ©6040 84-8e tae AR eee Se eee GES Hillsborough 
Asnileich: Caroline Seiber cision ail abs Rae te ee ewd Sewn Gee eS Raleigh 
AINSON: SOFAIN ss. i042 h44 ets SHG EES COS Shon ee eee eat TAO Shee Raleigh 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


JONN-RODEH SeCYMOUF é4ucweud cou ed ey ewiends eka oe eA eae e ean es Charlotte 
Samuel Jonathan SHaAmMes: esses 26-4 ee etietine tates dali ceed Fc ee weeds e's Hickory 
BEVale Ae ONAN S* sini s.6o cents na anaes Caen eee ap ROP AS A hae Raleigh 
Jessica Russak ONarpe’ s asikiscnsu ena ciedawx sek Geum One ad ax set adlea eh tes Raleigh 
Karl Dean phatley. lL. cinerea et escalates coon dee aes he thee wae oe Asheville 
Shannon Stacy Sheldon w.i:s..c60 <b eerie aw hee eee eee aes xe Wrightsville Beach 
James. Marshall. SHIMON aco me sac c4 Ac Sard ke S Ge Rone tee dw ee ee ees Salisbury 
Kristotier BR. Shepard. esc< oss Seconda taares Seaweed ane eine ae Charlotte 
Christina Maria Sheppard ....- 0.2 .666600s eben eee e eee e een Virginia Beach, Virginia 
Dana Kay Snernill: atinssoeoes. 65: Rhee Sh Se Ee Ce ak ora ah ee A Oe Belmont 
Farara lee: Siiel asa ci ws 2 remedy 2h ESS Eo Oh OOS Gor dd ele DAE we ROE AS oe Apex 
David: (SAN i603 one Phas 6 OWA eh eRe eae eee Seana S Charlotte 
Jason Ray SNOCMAKE? <:\s. Seca see hSG 4 eee eee HENS WTR Re ape Gastonia 
ChriS‘Shumate® ccc: 3:60 aa hie td ae ba wt ed eee Nea ane Rock Hill, South Carolina 
JENNMCE Carl SIKCS 075.6655. SAGE SER SEARS Bi BOLING RR OES Durham 
Gary Le OHnMOnS +.no5. i054 5344 ow had. 4.468 pe ea we ie ests dal eee ae Benson 
Bdward Bardin Simons, Ji. <.s 6h bse ks 6S EGY ee wee sae eee es Winston-Salem 
Patra Allison Sinner P lO. «5 64-6664 Se ok ERS ORE CE eG OG Bee eee Charlotte 
AIMIG SlOANG act dead se Obes bets bean are deat ke eae Wilmington 
Adam R¥an OMatt gots ohn Sota tee tee eee ee eee eas Rockingham 
AGAR OMY 6 03-Sesin oy ook a he ere ON en Ae ee Ne ale ee ce eee Raleigh 
Addie Marie SMill <s.a7 site tow tires Reane sel hee ¥ tense wl Gege on as Winston-Salem 
Bradley Horace Simin. 7.3 ieee leone Pee OS ea BREE EEO RES Thomasville 
Brian. DSi st tesa teat ee ae ee ee oh see ee Sea heehee aa . Raleigh 
Me RIANS SHUG: s.6 64-20 oie Oe RO eee eee ees oe Sugar Grove 
THONGS Ed Car Snel 6466. own Ga eee bE Reh aa es Gt eee eon oe oe Sanford 
William Robert Solomon, Jr 2... tee eens Rocky Mount 
AGS PANner SOLVS 24. beware chee Ok 04% MER ERTS DAA eta Charlotte 
Martha Evaiigeline Soule :cas.c6e4Giies 6 oes he ee ha eNS Oe Bade we ee Raleigh 
Brian Cory: Spence: 6 2.56.454444)o08 8444 Aol ee eek eres Dene taeda Raleigh 
Holly: MM SpenGer 224 ane a oa set et ae Lae ko oe ee ce oe eee Ses Lincolnton 
Sanna Kh. OOCN CE! gc d258 Vat ee a eee el wee es ae eee Raleigh 
JONI Wichael Speratl « osu cacdies caw Adages a Aaa ae ee eee e ha es Raleigh 
Sewell-Grae Haynes Spradlin ....... 0.0... 00 cece cee ene -,,.Chapel Hill 
Jeanette Marion Stark 2.0... ccc cc cece eee ene e en eeenaes Winston-Salem 
William Michael Start « s2.i.¢.0044.2.3 c4aiee 2862 de O SCs A A eee é Charlotte 
Elton Bryson Stephens, II] ........ 0.2... 2... cece eee ees -,..Winston-Salem 
SECVEN NR OLOrch ‘wh eva ee ey is PASS Vee Sy eee wea ee aye oe Hillsborough 
Kristal Lyi olOVall ion wont nee oes pice teks Sean RA Me SG Oh es Houston, Texas 
JENNMEE StU are caress sien ee ees Bees Rh SR Ae OR Ge RRR Chapel Hill 
JON Patrick SUNG: ..2ctete bh c8 6.4 aS BEES os SOs Se cceeedas Mooresville 
SINAN He PUNIMeL IN ae. 6034-4 bcd § 64-0 O5.6 08 eh a eas ee ee WE Polkville © 
Michael Charles Surles::. 52:5 ¢c2 cine ate wees a tee leew aaa seas Hillsborough 
JACOD H SUSSINGID .02.2,6 sci icra eS Ba A a Re eG eee aA ote ee SO Charlotte 
Deana: Faye Swalh 464 .«4:ses bin eG Ann oS Ea Ui e eee bowel A Meee ws Chocowinity 
Kristin: Marionie SWAINCY” << 46.65.54. 2k we Fone be eh ee ME RS HONE tenes Raleigh 
Prilip Bo SWelSart au.c.0 a eet at 8 ae were eo aD a yD See Ee Tale WES Durham 
Cynthia Munk: Swindlenurst \s:¢ 5:65.00) 2.24 ¢ 8 he va kas Vet aeee Va ebas yee ee Durham 
Nikiarin: Tarantino 5 )26 srs 0 ss oo th oe ae OX Ga Re eae Mnomonee Falls, Wisconsin 
Andrew William James Tarr ..........0 0... cece ett ee ent eens Matthews 
ATE DUPAnt TA OR so is aia ins danse Via SIN ca, wt sk 4 RED Oe A EAR hat ol Charlotte 
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Jennifer D. Chrisohon Taylor... 0... cc cece emcee cere ae neennes Raleigh 
Kevin Scott Tewes ice 2s othe se bihwh 26S Gk oe Sha R ES DO aN eee BE: Greensboro 
Jenniter Kristin TH goat coe oe rh 4 SO EEO Oa eee aS Es Winston-Salem 
Catherine Elizabeth Thomas .......... cc cece eer eect eee enna Wilson 
Catherine Louise Thomas .......... 00sec eee euee Washington, District of Columbia 
Christopher Melck Thomas ........ 000. c eee eee eee eee tee enn ences Durham 
Samantha. Lin THOMAS kc acin view eb Soe eae ee A ee eee aw Ses Raeford 
Laura Michelle Thuotte 1.0... 0... eee cece ee eee eee ete etna tees Chape! Hill 
Daniel: James: TNUrston: :&.< gach eed View e ban pate Ph ew IR EE SAG CUNO Chapel Hill 
Helena Maria Overton Toft ....... 0... ce cc ccc ec ewe e ee eee nee teen anees Cary 
Peggy Adela Toro... 1... cece cc cee tee ene n teens Hertford 
Dannette De Weese Toth ....... cece ere cere ee renee ene nee enenes Chapel Hill 
Kirig F, TOWer vance sasnne Ghee 1g Ree ee os WOE ew as Hee Richmond, Virginia 
Kelly McBrayer Townsend ..... 0... cee cee eee eee eee eee eee Greensboro 
Slade Cull Trabuco: scocee ie alee RAR OAS A We eae Se Indianapolis, Indiana 
Joel Kent  IUrher 616.4 434 $4 SOG Oe CERES TOE es Pies ER wERe MES Raleigh 
Laurie Beth Vanden BoS ........ 0c cece eee eee ete tee eet e eens Durham 
Olga Vysotskaya de Brito... 6. eee ee te eens Minsk, Belarus 
Amy S. Wallace 2.6 cece i eee ber ee eee ee neem ee ee eee eee ewe neta en ees Cary 
Gena Elizabeth Walling-McCray 1.1... 0... cee cece eee ene eens Raleigh 
Nicholas Glen Walter ......0. 00. e eee eee ee eee eens Rock Hill, South Carolina 
Markus Lee Walters ...... 0. eee ee ee te eee teeta Arlington, Virginia 
Alexis Keating WaSOwWSKi ... 0... ccc ee eee eee ene ens Charlotte 
Jennifer Catherine WaSSOn ...... 0.0. ccc eee e eee eee teen eee Greensboro 
Cheryl Renee Watkins ........ 0.0.0 c cece eee eee Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
Natalie: CO: WatSOM <cagbt oe-0 5 eR ee Fas FIG Eee ee eee EES Rocky Mount 
Brandon Todd: Wells <o24..0.. 48s foe os SAE SI VRS GAN EGR ee peas Raleigh 
Mary H. WellS®<c2: cicacds Santis vii ee oe CRINGE RET ERISA Clayton 
Sarah Pronovost Wenzel .... 06. c ccc cee eee eee ene nee e nes Waynesville 
Christopher M. Whelchel........ 0.0.00 c eee eee eens Rock Hill, South Carolina 
Joshua Michael Whitaker .........0 0. ccc cee eee eee eens Raleigh 
FamesC. WIC! i Goons es awk oe CSTR Soe TRS GARE A oe Chapel Hill 
Robert Jason White 0.0.6... ccc ete eee ete nee ener e eee eeenes Lexington 
Roger Carl White 2.0... 0... eee ete een n ee ne nnn Greensboro 
Sarah MeCall White: i566. 8 ei och in oie Se WRT oe gee al a Oa a ey Se Lexington 
Benjamin H. White, TTT... . 0... eee ete ene Greensboro 
Mararida Kate Whitener 2.5 ci. sce es oe Ge ea ee ce ews Oe ee Taylorsville 
Adam Emerson Whitten ..... 00:0. ccc vec w rece rere cee e weer e reese een Charlotte 
Julia Renee Wicker . 0.0... cece cece eens ee ee eee ee Sanford 
Jetirey J, WiEDEs css ins eee Passed wae eo EE ER ET 9S 14 ORs Hillsborough 
Stacey Stanley WigginS ...... 0... cece eee eee ee eee tenes Kinston 
Christopher Michel Wilkie ........ 0... ccc cee eee eee eens Winston-Salem 
Benjamin Douglas Williams ....... 0.6... cee eee ee eee Charlotte 
M. Elizabeth Farr Williams .......... 0... cece cee nee eee ete eee eens Hickory 
Suzanne Cress WilliamS 2.0... 0. ccc ccm e were ene nett enees Raleigh 
James Madison WilSOMm «occ. .6 60 cobs seed ee eens eee ewes eee ee eas Raleigh 
Jennifer Renee Wilson: .44.64 6465456055. ow ONS Es ke OAs eee bbe Asheville 
Jeremy S. WilsOW sues heparan sila Oe Hehe eh ee een oes hes Lincolnton 
Patricia Latham Wilson. .24 chs 660i 4s 5 Oars Sere ine ewes SASSER HERS Raleigh 
THOMAS Fie WILSON: 66s w a0 504048 ORNS Wee le ee RS NSH OE PASH Raleigh 
Tiffany Nichel Wilson .... 20.6... cece eee ete eens Monroe 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


John Clinton Wirabishi «2.32404 i6e0 ews Lion ok whe ue eer aoe chee Bee owas Charlotte 
Robert. Andrew Wirth oi. o22-hceuc) dea eee ws eeteas ol Sd eee dct. dade Chapel! Hill 
Jenniter Lynn WONnKKACER x: cag oad ce wwe Seis Ree we etiea hee PkG eee. Morrisville 
Karla, Mc. WO0G® sxcictsce sie ta ew 8 Rae i oe oat ay ea ola nnyet WALES Ae Maggie Valley 
Zaneta Moore: WO0d «43.8 24.8. 280456 oo a AOU CeSE See EEE Es Winston Salem 
Misty: Elizabeth WOOdard a2: Say ee 8 Os oa, Ge le Dace bak ee aS Fremont 
Justin: Brant. Wrai@nt) 206s c64Riics hee She oe eeiee eh bee ae oe She oa Sex Winston-Salem 
Camilashe Wright. £. tires 2 ieacuitod ag a asus Stare arm hoc ante Sled th, PE a ua the ne Segre ue Franklin 
Christine Belle: WunSChe is 45.4% Biase anena eta euw 864 Chae ean Durham 
Matthew Dale *WunsChe@:s <4 sc6c8s ook de Dike che hee eee IS ESRI eS Durham 
Edward Avery Wyatt. Vio onwrat tecatcies pe tenes ie ede chen waka Greensboro 
James Rawiace WVCNC:. 245 2G ee ce ere Oi ea oa we Se ea eee! Charlotte 
Bradley Trent Zimmer. 36434102 s0-94h.c5n0 Oe ce bone eee eee Wilmington 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners on this the 24th day 
of September 2003. 


Fred P. Parker Il 

Executive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


I, FRED P. PARKER IJ], Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named persons were 
admitted to the North Carolina Bar by examination by the Board of Law Examiners on 
the 19th day of September 2003, and said persons have been issued a certificate of this 
Board: 


Benjamin Hogarth: WHINY cas boo be ew AR ASA RL EEA ew EK ENS HATS Raleigh 
Charles Shawn Chmstenbury 2.4. s0c0uced eet eee bat tae Siem te te Raleigh 
Clarence Andrew McGuinn 3 vtec. e).acdi teen eee & bee Deen ae Ree aes Raleigh 
Miehael- Thomas: Cecka. 2.40:002265 hoo pees ble hs ie Se eee ea ores Charlotte 


Given over my hand and seal] of the Board of Law Examiners on this the 30th day 
of September 2003. 


Fred P. Parker III 

Executive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


I, FRED P. PARKER III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named persons were 
admitted to the North Carolina Bar by comity by the Board of Law Examiners on the 
19th day of September, 2003, and said persons have been issued a certificate of this 
Board: 


Margaret Folz Keating 3.02.34 064 cao een Se bw SoS e a eS Applying from Missouri 
Paul Blakely Keating, Jr... 1.0... eens Applying from Missouri 
Brian steed Tan. 25.4 outs sied ds View saa he eer awads Applying from Georgia 
Joay Michelle Tawi «224.0455 5s04 Abas wen Sse Santi awe dh Applying from New York 
Mary Platt Zemp 23) 426s casa. Sa rl tn So moan 6 Se ta Applying from Arkansas 
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Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners on this the 1st day 
of October 2003. 


Fred P. Parker III 

Eaecutive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


I, Frep P. Parker III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named person was admit- 
ted to the North Carolina Bar by examination by the Board of Law Examiners on the 
5th day of September 2003, and said person has been issued a certificate of this Board: 


W:- Russell Congleton’... 6.204542 Sorsenewewgctse eaters eer igie ees Durham 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners on this the 23rd day 
of October 2003. 


Fred P. Parker III 

lxecutive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


I, FRED P. Parker III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named person was admit- 
ted to the North Carolina Bar by examination by the Board of Law Examiners on the 
10th day of October 2003, and said person has been issued a certificate of this Board: 


Kathleen: AcGleason tivo v a eae dd Ba BAe eae Pe weet Reed Leet Chapel Hill 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners on this the 23rd day 
of October 2003. 


Fred P. Parker IIT 

Executive Director . 
Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


I, FRED P. PARKER III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of 
the State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named person was 
admitted to the North Carolina Bar by examination by the Board of Law Examiners 
on the 26th day of August 2003, and saicl person has been issued a certificate of 
this Board: 


Marie Summerlin Hamm ......... 0... c eee eee eee ee Virginia Beach, Virginia 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners on this the 23rd day 
of October 2003. 


Fred P. Parker III 

Executive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 
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I, FRED P. PARKER III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named person was admit- 
ted to the North Carolina Bar by comity by the Board of Law Examiners on the 24th 
day of October 2003, and said person has been issued a certificate of this Board: 


Steven Dana Dyer .................0. 002 e Applied from the State of Pennsylvania 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examimers on this the 4th day 
of November 2003. 


Fred P. Parker III 

Executive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


I, FRED P. PARKER III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named persons were 
admitted to the North Carolina Bar by comity by the Board of Law Examiners on the 
26th day of November, 2003, and said persons have been issued a certificate of this 
Board: 


Lori Herndon Beck 1.0.0.0... 0... cee ees Applied from the State of Georgia 
Allen L. Broughton ............ 0.000002 eee eee Applied from the State of Georgia 
Goran P. Stojkovick ...........0 00. ee ee ees Applied from the District of Columbia 
WpWalll WOO0G ss «4 se say ctw ae baie eects Kew Applied from the State of Georgia 
Charlene Danielle Moody ....................-- Applied from the State of Georgia 
Adam Howard Charnes ................-05. Applied from the District of Columbia 
Peter DANlOS? 25 5.25 kee Sa Re Ae Applied from the State of Pennsylvania 
Stephen; ANtah as. d.cnnntees camo daideeden tay Applied from the State of New York 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners this the 6th day of 
January, 2004. 


Fred P. Parker II 
Executive Director 
Board of Law Examiners 
State of North Carolina 


I, FRED P. PARKER III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named persons duly 
passed the examination of the Board of Law Examiners as of the 8th day of December, 
2003 and said persons have been issued license certificates. 


Russell Gable- Allon wer ec ch oe Meh oa oe eh ei ee oad Reed eke ee Charlotte 
Ferresav An NGS. 255425 cet h he ods ee et Ae eee wee ead Mount Holly 
Paul B: Fb Glraras TW. 3.6 eet ass ities eh oR ee eee a Walterboro, South Carolina 
Henry WGeroe Koll 2s4 weds irs ae bata panne ae kd ON eee Bae ee Jacksonville 
QUui@nti Ul got et os dee cron eb be ae ae ee een ot Winston-Salem 
Catherine Lynne MacLean ............ 0.2.00. e cee ees Virginia Beach, Virginia 
Dawid Paul Stitzel. 22 5.i6u 54-53 btn d ot tne holes one blamed ed leh baee Morrisville 
Richard. Kyle Tate: is jasc’ oe eod a aen Pao RS Ci ee owas Lexington, Kentucky 
Jonathan: James Taylor 3. vised ed ttc ohn ake se cant: 2os seen Bena se nates os Raleigh 
Bret Thomas: Winterle sc) nokta eek ba eee hGe eos Sow 2h eda ews Winston-Salem 
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Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners this the 6th day of 
January, 2004. 


Fred P. Parker II 

Executive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


I, FRED P. PARKER III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of 
the State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named person was 
admitted to the North Carolina Bar by examination by the Board of Law Examiners 
on the 26th day of November 2003, and said person has been issued a certificate of 
this Board: 


Payton: Dwight Hoover a6 40).5 octet tors boots a tote dane bon oes be eeeus Kinston 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners on this the 22nd day 
of January, 2004. 


Fred P. Parker III 

Executive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


I, FRED P. Parker III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of 
the State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named person was 
admitted to the North Carolina Bar by examination by the Board of Law Examiners 
on the 2nd day of January, 2004, and said person has been issued a certificate of 
this Board: 


Cheryl Renee Watkins ....... 0.0.00. ccc cece eee Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners on this the 22nd day 
of January, 2004. 


Fred P. Parker II 

Executive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


I, FRED P. PARKER III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named person was admit- 
ted to the North Carolina Bar by examination by the Board of Law Examiners on the 
30th day of January, 2004, and said person has been issued a certificate of this Board: 


JOSECDINLEC LEVINSON 3 hx6¥ indole oo Ray 8 ee ho SA a ee Sh AS a A Benson 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners on this the 12th day 
of March, 2004. 


Fred P. Parker III 

Executive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 
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I, FRED P. ParKER III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named persons were 
admitted to the North Carolina Bar by comity by the Board of Law Examiners on the 
3rd day of February, 2004, and said persons have been issued a certificate of this 
Board: 


Jeremy Regan Sayre ........... 0... cee ee eee ees Applied from the State of Ohio 
Katherine Connolly Galvin ................-.5. Applied from the State of Michigan 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners this the 12th day of 
March, 2004. 


Fred P. Parker III 

Executive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


I, FRED P. Parker III, Executive Director of the Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that the following named persons were 
admitted to the North Carolina Bar by comity by the Board of Law Examiners on the 
27th day of February, 2004, and said persons have been issued a certificate of this 
Board: 


Debra Ann Kelly .......... 00. 0c eee ee ees Applied from the State of New York 
Michele :. G6d0:.244:310ci ewe tins beak ewan Applied from the State Pennsylvania 
JAW RPO ba ioe Bib oes bo oe ee eee ee ee ae Applied from the State of Vermont 
Joshua Reed Van Kampen.......... 0000 e ee eee eee Applied from the State of Illinois 
David K: ScAWirlan 3 44s ¢0k 44 cate ee aaa ee Applied from the State of West Virginia 
David Kennon Moody .............20 eee Applied from the State of New York 
Gary S. Sideracker .............0 00 cee eee Applied from the State of Massachusetts 
Aimee Elizabeth Cain ............0.. 000 ee eee Applied from the State of New York 
Yale;L. HOWUANGCE 3 scrcaverape careck eet ek aes Applied from the State of Missouri 
Emily Haycock Fournier ................. Applied from the State of Massachusetts 
JOHNS. SAaNnSONe” 4 sakes neew Peake b4 Ras Applied from the State of New York 
enemy UPOWell 2 yd esescs hatches ded eee hates Applied from the State of Missouri 
Richard F. Treacy, Jr. 2.0... ew ce eee Applied from the State of Connecticut 
THOMAS Ac GVay: 3.4463 (ests 4.8 Pah ed BOs Applied from the State of Massachusetts 
Alvin William Keller, Jr... 0.0.0... 00.0 Applied from the District of Columbia 
Sheldon Maurice Francis ............2.00000- Applied from the State of Tennessee 
Lee Stanford Sherrill, Jr... 6... 0... cee eee ee Applied from the State of Georgia 
Bryan Lee TySon........ 0... e teens Applied from the State of Georgia 
Jennifer M. Techman ......... 0... cece een eee Applied from the State of Georgia 
Michaela KeUY wil: div daveats Space teecbcare & a aS awd ates Applied from the State of Ohio 


Given over my hand and seal of the Board of Law Examiners this the 12th day of 
March, 2004. 


Fred P. Parker III 

Executive Director 

Board of Law Examiners of the 
State of North Carolina 


CASES 


ARGUED AND DETERMINED IN THE 


SUPREME COURT 


OF 
NORTH CAROLINA 
AT 


RALEIGH 


MANN MEDIA, INC., DOING BUSINESS AS OUR STATE NORTH CAROLINA; AND 
BERNARD MANN, PETITIONERS v. RANDOLPH COUNTY PLANNING BOARD, 
RESPONDENT 


No. 116A01 
(Filed 28 June 2002) 


Zoning— special use permit—broadcast tower—whole record 
test | 
An application of the whole record test reveals that the trial 
court erred by reversing respondent planning board’s decision to 
deny petitioners’ special use permit application to construct a 
broadcast tower, because: (1) petitioners failed to meet their bur- 
den of proving that the proposed use would not materially endan- 
ger public safety; and (2) petitioners failed to establish that the 
use would not substantially injure the value of adjoining or abut- 
ting property. 


Justice BUTTERFIELD dissenting. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 142 N.C. App. 137, 542 S.E.2d 
253 (2001), affirming a judgment entered 17 August 1999 by 
Spainhour, J., in Superior Court, Randolph County. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 16 May 2001. 


2 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


MANN MEDIA, INC. v. RANDOLPH CTY. PLANNING BD. 
[356 N.C. 1 (2002)] 


Keziah, Gates & Samet, L.L.P, by Andrew S. Lasine, for 
petitioner-appellees. 


Gavin Cox Pugh Etheridge and Wilhoit, LLP, by Alan V. Pugh 
and Robert E. Wilhoit, for respondent-appellant. 


EDMUNDS, Justice. 


Petitioners Mann Media, Inc. and Bernard Mann (Mann) insti- 
tuted this action against respondent Randolph County Planning 
Board to review respondent’s denial of petitioners’ application for a 
special use permit to construct a 1,500-foot broadcast tower in 
Randolph County, North Carolina. In this appeal, we must consider 
both whether the superior court correctly concluded that there was 
no competent, material, and substantial evidence to support respond- 
ent’s decision to deny petitioners’ special use permit application and 
whether the Court of Appeals properly affirmed the superior court’s 
decision. For the reasons that follow, we hold that the superior court 
erred in reversing respondent’s decision to deny petitioners’ special 
use permit application to construct the broadcast tower, and there- 
fore we reverse the Court of Appeals. 


Petitioners initially applied for a special use permit to construct a 
1,879-foot broadcast tower on an approximately 119.52-acre 
tract of land in northeast Randolph County zoned for residential/ 
agricultural use. On 10 November 1998, respondent held a public 
hearing on petitioners’ application and thereafter voted to deny 
petitioners’ request. 


On 17 December 1998, petitioners filed a petition for writ of cer- 
tiorari with the Superior Court, Randolph County, pursuant to 
N.C.G.S. § 1534-345, requesting review of the denial of their applica- 
tion. The petition was allowed, and after a hearing in the matter, a 
superior court judge entered an order on 17 February 1999 vacating 
respondent’s decision to deny the permit and remanding the case to 
respondent for a hearing de novo on the ground that respondent “did 
not specify the reasons for the denial of the Special Use Permit in the 
minutes of the meeting at which the action was taken.” 


On 20 May 1999, petitioners filed a second application for a spe- 
cial use permit. In this application, petitioners modified their original 
plans and sought to construct a shorter, 1,500-foot tower in the same 
location. Respondent held a second public hearing in the matter on 10 
June 1999, during which petitioner Mann and Ron Crowder, a North 
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Carolina real estate appraiser, testified on behalf of petitioners. 
Mann’s testimony addressed safety issues, particularly whether the 
tower could collapse and whether ice could build up on the tower and 
fall off, while Crowder’s testimony was directed toward whether the 
proposed use would substantially injure the value of adjoining or 
abutting properties and whether the proposed use would be in har- 
mony with the general area. John Burkett, Rita Mintmier, Terry Davis, 
and Julia Davis, landowners and residents near the proposed site; 
Grace Steed, a North Carolina realtor; and Danny Frazier, a North 
Carolina building contractor, testified in opposition to petitioners’ 
application. 


At the conclusion of the hearing, respondent unanimously voted 
to deny the special use permit, and in a subsequent written order 
dated 24 June 1999, respondent denied petitioners’ application. This 
order listed as findings of fact: 


1. The applicant applied for a special use permit to allow the con- 
struction of [a] 1500’ broadcast tower on a 119.52 acres tract 
located at the Northwest side of the intersection of Lewis Davis 
Road and Davis Country Road, New Market Township. Said tract 
is zoned Residential Agricultural. 


2. The applicant does not own the land for which the permit is 
requested. 


3. The proposed tower is to be constructed for speculative 
purposes, there being no contracts or leases for the use of the 
proposed tower, all in direct contravention of the applicant’s tes- 
timony at the first public hearing. The Board therefore finds that 
the proposed use is not a public necessity nor required to provide 
broadcast service for the Piedmont-Triad area. 


4. The proposed tower is located within 1500 feet of 21 estab- 
lished residences and there are numerous other residences 
located in proximity to the proposed tower. 


5. Conflicting evidence was presented concerning the probability 
of ice forming on and falling from the proposed tower, but the 
Board finds that ice has formed and fallen from the other towers 
within the county’s zoning jurisdiction causing damage and is 
likely to do so from the proposed tower, and would therefore 
materially endanger the public safety where located because of 
the number and density of adjoining residences. 
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6. Evidence was presented showing that the site for the pro- 
posed tower was approved by the Federal Aviation Agency, but 
opposed by the Aviation Division of the North Carolina 
Department of Transportation. The Board finds that the con- 
struction of this tower could therefore constitute a hazard to 
general aviation operating from Johnson Air Field, and thus 
endangers the public safety. 


7. The population density of the area immediately adjacent to 
and in the proximity of the site for the proposed tower is sub- 
stantially greater than that of areas surrounding sites for towers 
which have been previously approved by this Board for Special 
Use Permits. 


8. The population density of the Residential Agricultural zoning 
district within Randolph County varies widely in general, but is of 
lower density in areas adjacent to tall telecommunication towers 
constructed after the adoption of the Unified Development 
Ordinance, and therefore this proposed site being in a high den- 
sity RA district because of its size, visual impact and lighting and 
further because the required conditions and specifications set 
out in the ordinance are insufficient to harmonize this particular 
site (emphasis added) with the area, it is therefore not in har- 
mony with the area. 


9. Conflicting testimony was presented as to whether the 
issuance of the permit and the construction of the tower would 
substantially diminish the value of adjacent properties. The 
Board finds that the value of adjacent properties to the proposed 
site would substantially diminish and would be injured if the spe- 
cial use permit were issued. 


10. The applicant met the required conditions and specifications 
for such use as set out in the Unified Development Ordinance, 
pursuant to General Standard No. 2 but such conditions and spec- 
ifications are not dispositive as to a proposed site in an area of 
higher residential population density in a[n] RA District. 


Respondent then concluded: 


1. The [proposed] use will material[ly] endanger the public 
safety if located where proposed, and developed according to the 
plan as submitted and approved.... 
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2. The proposed use will substantially injure the value of 
adjoining or abutting property, and the use is not a public 
necessity. ... 


3. The location and character of the use if developed according 
to the plan as submitted and approved will not be in harmony 
with the area in which it is to be located. 


On 14 July 1999, petitioners filed a second petition for writ of cer- 
tiorari, requesting the superior court “to review the record de novo 
for errors of law, to determine if competent, material, and substantial 
evidence exists, based on the whole record, to support the decision, 
and to determine whether the decision was arbitrary and capricious.” 
The writ of certiorari was allowed on the same day, 14 July 1999, and 
following a hearing, a superior court judge entered a judgment on 17 
August 1999 that vacated respondent’s 24 June 1999 order and 
remanded the matter for entry of an order granting petitioners a spe- 
cial use permit. The court listed as findings of fact: 


1. Petitioners[] applied for a Special Use Permit to locate 
a 1,500[-]foot broadcast tower in Randolph County, North 
Carolina. 


2. Petitioners’ proposed use is a permitted use in the zoning 
district in which the broadcast tower is proposed to be located. 
The decision to allow a broadcast tower as a permitted use in the 
zoning district in question was made by the Randolph County 
Board of County Commissioners in enacting the zoning ordinance 
for Randolph County. 


3. Petitioners’ proposed use meets all required conditions 
and specifications of the Randolph County Zoning Ordinance and 
the Planning Board. 


4. The location and height of the proposed broadcast tower 
was approved by the Federal Aviation Administration which con- 
cluded that the proposed tower would not have any substantial 
adverse effect upon the safe and efficient utilization of the navi- 
gable air space by aircraft or on the operation of navigational 
facilities and would not be a hazard to air navigation. 


5. The North Carolina Department of Transportation com- 
ments objecting to Petitioners’ proposed tower did not relate to a 
hazard resulting from Petitioners’ proposed tower, but to a pro- 
posed tower in a different location. 
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6. Petitioners’ proposed broadcast tower does not constitute 
a hazard to air traffic. 


7. Petitioners’ proposed broadcast tower incorporates mech- 
anisms to prevent the formation of ice on the tower itself. 


8. Ice which may form on the support wires of the proposed 
tower will tend to slide down the support wires to the tower 
anchors but, in any event would not detach and land at a distance 
from the tower any greater than the distance from the tower base 
to the anchors, which is a distance of 900 feet. 


9. No residences, structures, or property are located within 
900 feet of the tower base. 


10. An existing television broadcast tower is presently 
located in the immediate vicinity of Petitioners’ proposed tower. 
This existing tower exceeds 2,000 feet in height. 


11. The location of Petitioners’ proposed tower and the 
surrounding area is zoned residential/agricultural. 


12. The area surrounding Petitioners’ proposed tower is 
largely agricultural. 


13. No market evidence exists to support a substantial injury 
to adjoining or abutting property values as a result of existing 
broadcast towers in the vicinity of Petitioners’ proposed broad- 
cast tower. 


14. Petitioners’ proposed tower would have no substantial 
adverse effect on the value of adjoining or abutting properties. 


15. Although residential housing exists in the vicinity of 
Petitioners’ proposed tower, based on the presence of other 
broadcast towers in the area, the agricultural nature of the area, 
and the zoning, Petitioners’ proposed use will be in harmony with 
the area in which it is to be located and in general conformity 
with the land development plan for Randolph County and the 
Randolph County Zoning Ordinance. 


Based on these findings of fact, the superior court made the follow- 
ing conclusions of law: 


1. This Court’s review of the Randolph County Planning 
Board’s Order of June 24, 1999, and the record of its proceeding 
was pursuant to a Writ of Certiorari issued by this Court and pur- 
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suant to the statutory authority set forth in N.C. General Statute 
§153A-345[. ] 


2. Petitioners[] presented competent, material, and substan- 
tial evidence establishing the conditions required by the 
Randolph County Zoning Ordinance for the issuance of the 
Special Use Permit for which Petitioners applied and demon- 
strating that the proposed use will not materially endanger the 
public health or safety if located where proposed and developed 
according to the plan as submitted and approved, that the pro- 
posed use meets all required conditions and specifications, that 
the use will not substantially injure the value of adjoining or abut- 
ting property, and that the location and character of the use if 
developed according to the plan as submitted and approved will 
be in harmony with the area in which it is to be located and in 
general conformity with the land development plan for Randolph 
County. 


3. The Randolph County Planning Board’s determination and 
reliance on the number of residences within 1,500 feet of the 
Petitioners’ proposed tower does not relate to any standard in the 
Randolph Zoning Ordinance and is therefore arbitrary and capri- 
cious as a matter of law. 


4. No competent, material, or substantial evidence was pre- 
sented to the Randolph County Planning Board establishing or 
tending to establish any relevancy of a 1,500[-]foot zone mea- 
sured from the base of Petitioners’ proposed tower. 


5. The Planning Board’s reliance on density comparisons 
between the location of Petitioners’ proposed tower and existing 
towers in the vicinity of Petitioners’ proposed tower which are 
not specified in the Randolph County Zoning Ordinance was arbi- 
trary and capricious and constituted error as a matter of law. 


6. Testimony presented to the Planning Board concerning 
alleged incidents at other towers involving ice damage was not 
based on personal knowledge, but was based on hearsay, to 
which Petitioners objected, and was therefore incompetent. 


7. Testimony presented to the Planning Board concerning 
alleged incidents at other towers involving ice damage did not 
establish the distance from those towers at which ice allegedly 
fell, causing damage, or whether ice allegedly causing damage fell 
from towers which incorporated mechanisms to prevent the for- 
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mation of ice, such as those which would be incorporated into 
Petitioners’ tower, and was therefore incompetent. 


8. The Planning Board’s reliance on the foregoing testimony 
concerning alleged incidents at other towers involving ice dam- 
age was therefore arbitrary and capricious and constituted error, 
as a matter of law. 


9. No competent, material, or substantial evidence was 
presented that Petitioners’ proposed broadcast tower constitutes 
a hazard to air traffic. 


10. Testimony in opposition to Petitioners’ proposed tower 
from property owners whose property did not adjoin or abut the 
location of the proposed tower regarding the perceived impact on 
property values as a result of the proposed tower was incompe- 
tent, and the Planning Board’s reliance on this testimony was 
therefore arbitrary and capricious and constituted error as a mat- 
ter of law. 


11. The Planning Board’s reliance on testimony in opposition 
to Petitioners’ proposed tower concerning property values for 
property in the vicinity of existing towers which did not identify 
the properties to which it referred, any material aspect of those 
properties, the alleged impact on those property values, and 
which did not relate the testimony to property values of property 
adjoining or abutting Petitioners’ proposed tower location was 
arbitrary and capricious and constituted error as a matter of law. 


12. Because Petitioners’ proposed use is a permitted use 
within the zoning district in which it is proposed to be located, it 
is in harmony with the area in which it is to be located as a mat- 
ter of law. 


13. Petitioners[{] presented competent, material, and substan- 
tial evidence satisfying the requirements of the Randolph County 
Zoning Ordinance. 


14. The Randolph County Planning Board failed to act based 
on competent, substantial, and material evidence in denying 
Petitioners’ Special Use Permit Application and therefore acted 
arbitrarily and capriciously. 


15. Petitioners’ Application for a Special Use Permit should 
have been allowed by the Randolph County Planning Board. 
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Respondent appealed to the North Carolina Court of Appeals. In 
a split decision, that court, focusing on whether the proposed use was 
in harmony with the area in which it was to be located and whether 
the proposed use would substantially injure the value of property 
adjoining or abutting the proposed site, held that petitioners met their 
burden for approval of the special use permit application and that 
respondent’s order denying the special use permit was not supported 
by competent, material, and substantial evidence. Accordingly, the 
Court of Appeals affirmed the superior court’s judgment that vacated 
respondent's order and remanded the matter to respondent for entry 
of an order allowing petitioners’ special use permit application. The 
dissenting judge disagreed, arguing: 


From a review of the record and the findings of the Board, | 
conclude there was competent material and substantial evidence 
to support the denial of the special use permit and I would 
reverse the order of the trial court and remand the case for entry 
of an order affirming the decision of the Board. 


Mann Media, Inc. v. Randolph Cty. Planning Bd., 142 N.C. App. 137, 
144, 542 S.E.2d 258, 258 (2001) (Walker, J., dissenting). Respondent 
appeals to this Court from the decision of the Court of Appeals on the 
basis of the dissent. 


SPECIAL USE PERMITS 


A county has the authority to regulate and restrict the use of 
property pursuant to section 153A-340 of the North Carolina General 
Statues, which provides in pertinent part: 


(a) For the purpose of promoting health, safety, morals, or 
the general welfare, a county may regulate and restrict the height, 
number of stories and size of buildings and other structures, the 
percentage of lots that may be occupied, the size of yards, courts 
and other open spaces, the density of population, and the location 
and use of buildings, structures, and land for trade, industry, res- 
idence, or other purposes, and to provide density credits or sev- 
erable development rights for dedicated rights-of-way pursuant to 
G.S. 136-66.10 or G.S. 136-66.11. 


(c) The regulations may provide that a board of adjustment 
may determine and vary their application in harmony with their 
general purpose and intent and in accordance with general or 
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specific rules therein contained. The regulations may also pro- 
vide that the board of adjustment or the board of commissioners 
may issue special use permits or conditional use permits in the 
classes of cases or situations and in accordance with the princi- 
ples, conditions, safeguards, and procedures specified therein 
and may impose reasonable and appropriate conditions and safe- 
guards upon these permits. Where appropriate, the conditions 
may include requirements that street and utility rights-of-way be 
dedicated to the public and that recreational space be provided. 
When issuing or denying special use permits or conditional use 
permits, the board of commissioners shall follow the procedures 
for boards of adjustment except that no vote greater than a 
majority vote shall be required for the board of commissioners to 
issue such permits, and every such decision of the board of com- 
missioners shall be subject to review by the superior court by 
proceedings in the nature of certiorari. 


N.C.G.S. § 153A-840(a), (c) (2001). A county may create a planning 
agency to perform the zoning duties of a board of adjustment, 
N.C.G.S. § 1538A-344(a) (2001); N.C.G.S. § 1538A-345(a) (2001), includ- 
ing issuing special use permits to “permit special exceptions to the 
zoning regulations in classes of cases or situations and in accordance 
with the principles, conditions, safeguards, and procedures specified 
in the ordinance,” N.C.G.S. § 153A-345(c). 


A special use permit is “one which is expressly permitted in a 
given zone upon proof that certain facts and conditions detailed in 
the ordinance exist.” Application of Ellis, 277 N.C. 419, 425, 178 
S.E.2d 77, 80 (1970). “ ‘It does not entail making an exception to the 
ordinance but rather permitting certain uses which the ordinance 
authorizes under stated conditions.” Woodhouse v. Board of 
Comm’rs of Nags Head, 299 N.C. 211, 218, 261 S.E.2d 882, 887 (1980) 
(quoting with approval Syosset Holding Corp. v. Schlimm, 15 Misc. 
2d 10, 11, 159 N.Y.S.2d 88, 89 (N.Y. Sup. Ct. 1956), modified on other 
grounds, 4 A.D.2d 766, 164 N.Y.S.2d 890 (1957)). “It is granted or 
denied after compliance with the procedures prescribed in the ordi- 
nance.” Humble Oil & Ref. Co. v. Board of Aldermen of Chapel Hull, 
284 N.C. 458, 467, 202 S.E.2d 129, 185 (1974). 


Respondent is a planning agency appointed by the Randolph 
County Board of Commissioners, performing the functions of the 
board of adjustment in accordance with N.C.G.S. § 153A-345(a). “The 
Zoning Ordinance of Randolph County, North Carolina” (the 
Ordinance) 
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is designed to encourage the protection and development of the 
various physical elements of the county in accordance with a 
comprehensive plan of land use and population density and for 
the purpose of promoting the public health, safety, morals and 
general welfare; promoting the orderly development of the 
county, preventing the overcrowding of land; and regulating the 
location and use of structures and land for trade, industry, resi- 
dences or other purposes except farming. 


It provides that a special use permit may be granted by respondent, 
noting that: 


Permitting Special Uses adds flexibility to the Zoning 
Ordinance. Subject to high standards of planning and design, cer- 
tain property uses are allowed in the several districts where these 
uses would not otherwise be acceptable. By means of 
controls exercised through the Special Use Permit procedures, 
property uses which would otherwise be undesirable in certain 
districts can be developed to minimize any bad effects they might 
have on surrounding properties. 


One special use set out in the Ordinance is for “Public Utilities[] 
(Substations, Transformers, Radio or T.V. Towers, etc.),” which may 
be located in an area zoned residential/agricultural. 


Pursuant to section 4.2 of the Ordinance, respondent must find 
four factors before granting a special use permit. These factors 
are: 


(1) that the use will not materially endanger the public health or 
safety if located where proposed and developed according to 
the plan as submitted and approved; 


(2) that the use meets all required conditions and specifications; 


(3) that the use will not substantially injure the value of adjoin- 
ing or abutting property, or that the use is a public necessity; 
and 


(4) that the location and character of the use if developed 
according to the plan as submitted and approved will be in 
harmony with the area in which it is to be located and in gen- 
eral conformity with the Land Development Plan for 
Randolph County. 


The Ordinance further provides that if respondent fails to find 
any factor and “denies the Special Use Permit, it shall enter the 
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reason for its action in the minutes of the meeting at which the 
action is taken.” 


STANDARD OF REVIEW 


A county planning board must follow a two-step decision-making 
process in granting or denying an application for a special use per- 
mit. If “an applicant has produced competent, material, and sub- 
stantial evidence tending to establish the existence of the facts 
and conditions which the ordinance requires for the issuance of a 
special use permit, prima facie he is entitled to it.” Humble Oil & 
Ref. Co. v. Board of Aldermen of Chapel Hill, 284 N.C. at 468, 202 
S.E.2d at 136. If a prima facie case is established, “[a] denial of the 
permit [then] should be based upon findings contra which are sup- 
ported by competent, material, and substantial evidence appearing in 
the record.” Id. 


The county planning board sits in a quasi-judicial capacity when 
determining whether to grant or deny a special use permit and 


must insure that an applicant is afforded a right to cross-examine 
witnesses, is given a right to present evidence, is provided a right 
to inspect documentary evidence presented against him and is 
afforded all the procedural steps set out in the pertinent ordi- 
nance or statute. Any decision of the town board has to be based 
on competent, material, and substantial evidence that is intro- 
duced at a public hearing. 


Coastal Ready-Mix Concrete Co. v. Board of Comm’rs of Nags Head, 
299 N.C. 620, 626, 265 S.E.2d 379, 383 (1980). “Its findings of fact and 
decisions based thereon are final, subject to the right of the courts to 
review the record for errors in law and to give relief against its orders 
which are arbitrary, oppressive or attended with manifest abuse of 
authority.” Humble Oil & Ref. Co. v. Board of Aldermen of Chapel 
Hill, 284 N.C. at 469, 202 S.E.2d at 137. The board, however, “is ‘with- 
out power to deny a permit on grounds not expressly stated in the 
ordinance’ and it must employ specific statutory criteria which are 
relevant.” Woodhouse v. Board of Comm’rs of Nags Head, 299 N.C. at 
218-19, 261 S.E.2d at 887 (quoting 3 Robert M. Anderson, American 
Law of Zoning 2d § 19.19, at 425 (1977)). 


While the county board operates as the finder of fact, a reviewing 
superior court “sits in the posture of an appellate court” and “does 
not review the sufficiency of evidence presented to it but reviews that 
evidence presented to the town board.” Coastal Ready-Mix Concrete 
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Co. v. Board of Comm’rs of Nags Head, 299 N.C. at 626-27, 265 S.E.2d 
at 383. In general, the superior court’s task when reviewing the grant 
or denial by a county board of a special use permit includes: 


(1) Reviewing the record for errors in law, 


(2) Insuring that procedures specified by law in both statute 
and ordinance are followed, 


(3) Insuring that appropriate due process rights of a peti- 
tioner are protected including the right to offer evidence, cross- 
examine witnesses, and inspect documents, 


(4) Insuring that decisions of town boards are supported 
by competent, material and substantial evidence in the whole 
record, and 


(5) Insuring that decisions are not arbitrary and capricious. 


Id. at 626, 265 S.E.2d at 383. “The proper standard for the superior 
court’s judicial review ‘depends upon the particular issues presented 
on appeal.’ ” ACT-UP Triangle v. Commission for Health Servs., 345 
N.C. 699, 706, 483 S.E.2d 388, 392 (1997) (quoting Amanini v. N.C. 
Dep’t of Human Res., 114 N.C. App. 668, 674, 443 S.E.2d 114, 118 
(1994)). “When the petitioner ‘questions (1) whether the agency’s 
decision was supported by the evidence or (2) whether the decision 
was arbitrary or capricious, then the reviewing court must apply the 
“whole record” test.’ ” Jd. (quoting In re Appeal by McCrary, 112 N.C. 
App. 161, 165, 435 S.E.2d 359, 363 (1993)). However, * ‘[i]f a petitioner 
contends the [b]loard’s decision was based on an error of law, “de 
novo” review is proper.” Sun Suites Holdings, LLC v. Board of 
Aldermen of Garner, 139 N.C. App. 269, 272, 533 S.E.2d 525, 527-28 
(quoting JWL Invs., Inc. v. Guilford Cty. Bd. of Adjust., 133 N.C. 
App. 426, 429, 515 S.E.2d 715, 717, disc. rev. denied, 351 N.C. 357, 540 
S.E.2d 349 (1999)), disc. rev. denied, 353 N.C. 280, 546 S.E.2d 397 
(2000). “Moreover, ‘[t]he trial court, when sitting as an appellate court 
to review a [decision of a quasi-judicial body], must set forth suffi- 
cient information in its order to reveal the scope of review utilized 
and the application of that review.’” Jd. at 272, 533 S.E.2d at 528 
(quoting Sutton v. N.C. Dep’t of Labor, 132 N.C. App. 387, 389, 511 
S.E.2d 340, 342 (1999)) (alterations in original). 


These standards of review are distinct. Under a de novo review, 
the superior court “consider[s] the matter anew[] and freely substi- 
tut[es] its own judgment for the agency’s judgment.” Sutton v. N.C. 
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Dep't of Labor, 132 N.C. App. at 389, 511 S.E.2d at 341. When utilizing 
the whole record test, however, the reviewing court must “ ‘examine 
all competent evidence (the “whole record”) in order to deter- 
mine whether the agency decision is supported by “substantial evi- 
dence.”’” ACT-UP Triangle v. Commission for Health Servs., 345 
N.C. at 706, 483 S.E.2d at 392 (quoting Amanini v. N.C. Dep’t of 
Human Res., 114 N.C. App. at 674, 443 S.E.2d at 118). “The ‘whole 
record’ test does not allow the reviewing court to replace the 
[b]oard’s judgment as between two reasonably conflicting views, 
even though the court could justifiably have reached a different result 
had the matter been before it de novo.” Thompson v. Wake Cty. Bad. 
of Educ., 292 N.C. 406, 410, 233 S.E.2d 538, 541 (1977). 


Finally, when an appellate court reviews 


a superior court order regarding an agency decision, “the ap- 
pellate court examines the trial court’s order for error of law. 
The process has been described as a twofold task: (1) determin- 
ing whether the trial court exercised the appropriate scope of 
review and, if appropriate, (2) deciding whether the court did so 
properly.” 


ACT-UP Triangle v. Commission for Health Servs., 345 N.C. at 706, 
483 S.E.2d at 392 (quoting Amanini v. N.C. Dep’t of Human Res., 114 
N.C. App. at 675, 443 S.E.2d at 118-19) (citation omitted in original). 
Accordingly, we now consider whether the superior court exercised 
the appropriate standard of review and, if so, whether it employed 
that standard properly. We also review decisions of the Court of 
Appeals for error of law, N.C. R. App. P. 16(a), and in addition must 
determine if the Court of Appeals correctly applied the standards set 
forth above. 


ANALYSIS 


In their petition for writ of certiorari to the superior court, peti- 
tioners contended that 


[t]he decision of the Planning Board is therefore unsupported by 
competent, material, and substantial evidence, based on the 
whole record, is arbitrary and capricious, and is subject to errors 
of law[]. 


WHEREFORE, Petitioner[s] respectfully pray that this Court 
issue a Writ of Certiorari to the Randolph County Planning Board 
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requiring that the record pertaining to its decision be certified to 
the Court for de novo review; reverse the decision of the Planning 
Board as (i) erroneous as a Inatter of law, (ii) unsupported by 
competent, material, and substantial evidence, and (iii) arbitrary 
and capricious.... 


Petitioners’ incorporation of the language of both standards of review 
in its petition was not improper because “[a] court may properly 
employ both standards of review in a specific case.” Sun Suites 
Holdings, LLC v. Board of Aldermen of Garner, 139 N.C. App. at 273, 
533 S.E.2d at 528. However, “the standards are to be applied sepa- 
rately to discrete issues,” id. at 274., 533 S.E.2d at 528, and the review- 
ing superior court must identify which standard(s) it applied to which 
issues, id. at 272, 533 S.E.2d at 52&. Here, the superior court stated in 
its judgment that it reviewed the matter 


pursuant to a Writ of Certiorari entered in this cause to determine 
if there were errors of law and if the Order was supported by 
competent, material, or substantial evidence or was arbitrary and 
capricious, based on the whole record; and after reviewing de 
novo the record of the Randolph County Planning Board certified 
to this Court, the verbatim transcript of the proceedings, and con- 
sidering the arguments of counsel and legal authority submitted, 
this Court makes the following FINDINGS OF FACT.... 


Although this statement indicates that the superior court employed a 
de novo standard of review, many of the court’s conclusions of law 
state that respondent’s determinations were “arbitrary and capricious 
and constituted error as a matter of law,” language that is consistent 
with both de novo and whole record review. See Amanini v. N.C. 
Dep’t of Human Res., 114 N.C. App. at 674, 443 S.E.2d at 118. Such 
wording suggests that the superior court applied both standards 
simultaneously in several instances, leaving us unable to conclude 
that the superior court consistently exercised the appropriate scope 
of review. We do not believe a remand is necessary, however, because 
the central issue presented by respondent and argued by both parties 
on appeal is whether there was competent, material, and substantial 
evidence to support respondent’s denial of a special use permit. 
Resolution of this issue involves evaluation of evidence used by 
respondent to deny the application, and the entire record of the hear- 
ing is before us. See Sun Suites Holdings, LLC v. Board of Aldermen 
of Garner, 189 N.C. App. at 274, 533 S.E.2d at 528-29 (“petitioners 
raise only the issue of whether the [b]oard’s denial of the application 
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was supported by the record, the entirety of which is before us”; 
therefore, remand was unnecessary). Accordingly, and in the inter- 
ests of judicial economy, we apply the “whole record” test as we 
review the matter. 


As set out above, section 4.2 of the Ordinance sets out four crite- 
ria that must be satisfied before a special use permit can be issued. 
The first of these is “that the use will not materially endanger the 
public health or safety if located where proposed and developed 
according to the plan as submitted and approved.” One of respond- 
ent’s findings was that 


[c]onflicting evidence was presented concerning the probability 
of ice forming on and falling from the proposed tower, but the 
Board finds that ice has formed and fallen from the other towers 
within the county’s zoning jurisdiction causing damage and is 
likely to do so from the proposed tower, and would therefore 
materially endanger the public safety where located because of 
the number and density of adjoining residences. 


Under the whole record test, this finding must stand unless it is 
arbitrary and capricious. 


[I]n determining whether an agency decision is arbitrary or 
capricious, 


the reviewing court does not have authority to override deci- 
sions within agency discretion when that discretion is exer- 
cised in good faith and in accordance with law. 


The “arbitrary or capricious” standard is a difficult one to 
meet. Administrative agency decisions may be reversed as 
arbitrary or capricious if they are “patently in bad faith,” 
[Burton v. City of Reidsville, 243 N.C. 405, 407, 90 S.E.2d 700, 
702 (1956),] or “whimsical” in the sense that “they indicate a 
lack of fair and careful consideration” or “fail to indicate 
[Jany course of reasoning and the exercise of judgment.[]” 
[State ex rel.] Comm’r of Ins. v. [N.C.] Rate Bureau, 300 
N.C. [381,] 420, 269 S.E.2d [547,] 573 [(1980)]. 


Lewis v. N.C. Dep't of Human Resources, 92 N.C. App. 737, 740, 
375 S.E.2d 712, 714 (1989). 


ACT-UP Triangle v. Commission for Health Servs., 345 N.C. at 707, 
483 S.E.2d at 393. 
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In this finding, respondent cited evidence of ice building up and 
falling from other towers. Our review of the record indicates that this 
evidence, consisting principally of ice brought before respondent in a 
cooler and anecdotal hearsay, was not competent. Even so, the record 
also indicates that petitioners failed to carry their burden of proving 
that the potential of ice falling from support wires of the proposed 
tower was not a safety risk. Petitioner Mann testified that while the 
tower itself would have deicing equipment, the support wires would 
not. Although he opined that any ice forming on the wires would slide 
down the wires, he candidly acknowledged his inability to state with 
certainty that ice would not travel a greater distance in the event of 
wind or storm. While Mann argued that the prevailing winds at the 
site are from a direction that would blow any ice away from nearby 
buildings and dwellings, he could not guarantee that falling ice would 
not be a risk. Other evidence in the record shows that numerous per- 
manent structures lie in close proximity to the proposed tower site. 


Respondent’s finding that petitioners failed to establish that there 
would be no danger to the public from falling ice is neither whimsi- 
cal, nor patently in bad faith, and it is not indicative of a lack of any 
course of reasoning or exercise of judgment. The burden is on peti- 
tioners to meet the four requirements of the Ordinance before finding 
that a prima facie case has been established, and respondent did not 
state in its written order that petitioners made a prima facie case. 
Under the whole record test, in light of petitioners’ inability satisfac- 
torily to prove that the proposed use would not materially endanger 
public safety, we are not permitted to substitute our judgment for that 
of respondent. Accordingly, we hold that petitioners failed to meet 
their burden of proving this first requirement and did not establish a 
prima facie case. 


Because of this holding, we are not obligated to address the 
remaining three requirements under the Ordinance. See Coastal 
Ready-Mix Concrete Co. v. Board of Comm’rs of Nags Head, 299 
N.C. at 632-33, 265 S.E.2d at 386 (“[iJn light of this holding [that the 
petitioner’s proposed concrete plant violated the height requirements 
of the Nags Head zoning ordinance], it is unnecessary to reach [the 
respondents’] remaining two contentions” that the petitioner failed to 
provide public access to the proposed plant in violation of the ordi- 
nance and that the petitioner could not meet the spirit and intent 
requirements of the ordinance). Nonetheless, in the interests of com- 
pleteness, we briefly consider the remaining requirements under the 
Ordinance. 
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Although the parties do not contest that petitioners have satisfied 
the second requirement that the use “meet[] all required conditions 
and specifications,” the third requirement provides “that the use will 
not substantially injure the value of adjoining or abutting property.” 
As to this requirement, petitioners presented the testimony of North 
Carolina real estate appraiser Ron Crowder. Like the superior court, 
the Court of Appeals accepted petitioners’ evidence as substantial 
and competent, while rejecting the testimony of North Carolina real- 
tor Grace Steed and North Carolina building contractor Danny 
Frazier, both of whom testified in opposition to petitioners’ applica- 
tion. As to Steed and Frazier, the Court of Appeals concluded that nei- 
ther was able to provide examples of adverse affect on property 
adjoining or abutting the proposed tower site and thus provided only 
speculative opinions. However, even though Crowder acknowledged 
at the public hearing that property was not frequently sold in the 
vicinity, and as a result he also did not review any actual comparable 
property adjoining or abutting the proposed tower, the Court of 
Appeals held that “because petitioners’ appraiser is a professional 
appraiser whose skill was acknowledged even by the opponent real- 
tor described above, we hold that his expert opinion will satisfy the 
requirement for competent, material and substantial evidence despite 
our holding in Sun Suites.” Mann Media, Inc. v. Randolph Cty. 
Planning Bd., 142 N.C. App. at 142, 542 S.E.2d at 257. In Sun Suites, 
the Court of Appeals held that the testimony of two speakers at the 
public hearing failed to constitute substantial evidence because nei- 
ther “presented any ‘factual data or background,’ such as certified 
appraisals or market studies, supporting their naked opinions.” Sun 
Suites Holdings, LLC v. Board of Aldermen of Garner, 139 N.C. App. 
at 278, 533 S.E.2d at 531 (quoting Humble Oil & Ref. Co. v. Board of 
Aldermen of Chapel Hill, 284 N.C. at 469, 202 S.E.2d at 136). Although 
the Court of Appeals here correctly noted that Steed and Frazier 
failed to address adjoining or abutting properties, the testimony of 
Crowder was similarly deficient. Because none of this testimony 
addressed the specific requirement of the Ordinance as to “adjoining 
or abutting property,” we find that the Court of Appeals erred in 
accepting Crowder’s testimony while rejecting that of Steed and 
Frazier. Consequently, under the whole record test, we hold that peti- 
tioners failed to meet the Ordinance’s third requirement. 


The fourth requirement under the Ordinance provides “that the 
location and character of the use if developed according to the plan 
as submitted and approved will be in harmony with the area in which 
it is to be located and in general conformity with the Land 
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Development Plan for Randolph County.” The superior court properly 
applied de novo review to this issue, and the Court of Appeals dis- 
cussed this requirement in some detail. We agree with the Court of 
Appeals that “ ‘{t]he inclusion of a use as a conditional use in a par- 
ticular zoning district establishes a prima facie case that the permit- 
ted use is in harmony with the general zoning plan.’” Mann Media, 
Inc. v. Randolph Cty. Planning Bd., 142 N.C. App. at 139, 542 S$.E.2d 
at 255 (quoting Vulcan Materials Co. v. Guilford Cty. Bd. of Cty. 
Comm’rs, 115 N.C. App. 319, 324, 444 S.E.2d 639, 643, disc. rev. 
denied, 337 N.C. 807, 449 S.E.2d 758 (1994)). However, in the case at 
bar, because we have determined that petitioners failed to establish a 
prima facie case as to requirements one and three as required by the 
Ordinance, we need not address whether sufficient evidence was pre- 
sented to rebut petitioners’ prima facie showing that the plan was in 
harmony with the surrounding area. 


Based upon the foregoing, we reverse the decision of the Court of 
Appeals and remand this case to the Court of Appeals, which shall 
remand to the Superior Court, Randolph County, with directions to 
that court to enter judgment affirming respondent’s denial of the spe- 
cial use permit. 


REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


Justice BUTTERFIELD dissenting. 


This case is before this Court solely on the basis of the dissenting 
opinion in the Court of Appeals. Challenging the majority’s holding 
with regard to the issue of harmony, the dissenting judge in the Court 
of Appeals concluded, “There was plenary evidence before the Board 
that [the proposed] tower would be located adjacent to an existing 
mixed suburban/agricultural area and would not be in harmony with 
this area.” Mann Media, Inc. v. Randolph Cty. Planning Bd., 142 
N.C. App. 137, 144, 542 S.E.2d 253, 258 (2001) (Walker, J., dissenting). 
Because the dissent did not specifically address the issues regarding 
public safety or property values, the only issues squarely before us 
are (1) whether petitioners presented competent, material, and 
substantial evidence that the proposed use would be in harmony with 
the area in which it is to be located; and (2) if so, whether there 
existed in the record competent, material, and substantial evidence 
contrary to petitioners’ showing of harmony to support the Board’s 
denial of petitioners’ permit application. I agree with the holding of 
the majority of the Court of Appeals that petitioners made a prima 
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facie showing of harmony and that the record contained insufficient 
evidence to sustain the Board’s adverse conclusion. Therefore, I 
respectfully dissent. 


As this Court recognized in Woodhouse v. Board of Comm ’rs of 
Nags Head, 299 N.C. 211, 261 S.E.2d 882 (1980): 


“The inclusion of the particular use in the ordinance as one 
which is permitted under certain conditions|] is equivalent to 
a legislative finding that the prescribed use is one which is in 
harmony with the other uses permitted in the district’ ” 


A. Rathkopf, 3 Law of Zoning and Planning, 54-5 (1979). 


Woodhouse, 299 N.C. at 216, 261 S.E.2d at 886. In other words, “[a] 
conditional use is a permitted use when allowed under a special per- 
mit. Thus, there has been a local legislative determination that the 
use, as such, is neither inconsistent with the public health, safety, 
morals, or general welfare, nor out of harmony with the [county’s] 
general zoning plan.” 3 Arden H. Rathkopf & Daren A. Rathkopf, 
Rathkopf's The Law of Zoning and Planning § 61:20, at 61-42 
(Edward H. Zeigler, Jr., ed., 2001). 


Furthermore, the denial of an application on grounds that the 
proposed plan “does not meet the tests of suitability” as outlined 
in the intent section of a particular ordinance is no different from 
refusing a permit because the proposed use would “adversely 
affect the public interest.” A [county planning board] “cannot 
deny applicants a permit in their unguided discretion or, stated 
differently, refuse it solely because, in their view, [it] would 
““‘adversely affect the public interest.’” In re Application of 
Ellis, 277 N.C. [419,] 425, 178 S.E.2d [77,] 81 [(1970)]. 


Woodhouse, 299 N.C. at 216-17, 261 S.E.2d at 886 (second alteration in 
original). 


Notably, the majority accepts the Court of Appeals’ pronounce- 
ment that “‘[t]he inclusion of a use as a conditional use in a particu- 
lar zoning district establishes a prima facie case that the permitted 
use is in harmony with the general zoning plan.’” Mann Media, Inc., 
142 N.C. App. at 139, 542 S.E.2d at 255 (quoting Vulcan Materials Co. 
v. Guilford Cty. Bd. of Cty. Comm’rs, 115 N.C. App. 319, 324, 444 
S.E.2d 639, 643, disc. rev. denied, 337 N.C. 807, 449 S.E.2d 758 
(1994)). Therefore, by showing that the Randolph County ordinance 
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denominates radio and television broadcast towers as special uses 
within Residential-Agricultural districts, petitioners have made a 
prima facie showing that their proposed use would be in harmony 
with the surrounding area. Nonetheless, in denying petitioners’ appli- 
cation, the Board concluded that “[t]he location and character of the 
use if developed according to the plan as submitted and approved 
[would] not be in harmony with the area in which it is to be located.” 
Specifically, the Board found that the proposed tower would be inhar- 
monious with the surrounding properties because the population den- 
sity of the area adjacent to the proposed site was “substantially 
greater” than that of areas surrounding “previously approved” towers. 
Aerial maps of the proposed tower and the Channel 2 television tower 
comprised the evidence supporting this conclusion. A comparison of 
the two maps showed that a residential subdivision was under 
construction in an area bordering the proposed site and that the area 
surrounding the Channel 2 tower was predominantly rural. The tran- 
script of the hearing further reveals concerns that an additional tower 
would result in “over-saturation” and, thereby, upset the existing 
harmony of property uses within the area. 


However, under the Woodhouse standard, the Randolph County 
ordinance’s designation of broadcast towers as permitted uses within 
residential-agricultural districts is equal in effect to a “legislative find- 
ing” that such towers are compatible with residential communities. 
See Woodhouse, 299 N.C. at 216, 261 S.E.2d at 886. Therefore, to con- 
clude that the proposed tower would be incompatible with the area 
solely because of its proximity to a densely populated residential sub- 
division is at odds with the intent expressed in the ordinance. 
Because I believe that the Board’s determination as to harmony was 
not supported by competent, material, and substantial evidence, | 
vote to affirm the decision of the Court of Appeals. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. MARION EDWARD PEARSON, JR. 


No. 541A01 


(Filed 28 June 2002) 


Search and Seizure— nontestimonial identification or- 
der—affidavit—reasonable grounds for suspicion 


A rape defendant’s motion to suppress evidence gained from 
a nontestimonial identification order was properly denied where 
the affidavit sufficiently established reasonable grounds to sus- 
pect that defendant had committed the rapes. Defendant was a 
suspect based on more than a minimal amount of objective justi- 
fication and more than a particularized hunch. 


. Search and Seizure— nontestimonial identification or- 


der—supporting affidavit—reliance on information from 
another officer 


A rape defendant failed to produce evidence that a statement 
in an affidavit supporting a nontestimonial identification order 
was made in bad faith such that it was knowingly false or in reck- 
less disregard of the truth where the affidavit alleged that defend- 
ant had been seen peeping into an apartment but defendant 
argued that the report did not show that defendant was actually 
seen peeping. A police officer making an affidavit for issuance of 
a warrant may do so in reliance upon information reported to him 
by other officers in the performance of their duties, and the offi- 
cer making the affidavit from a report in this case had every rea- 
son to conclude that defendant had been secretly peeping. 


.Search and Seizure— nontestimonial identification or- 


der—procedures following collection of samples 


The trial court properly concluded that violations of statutory 
nontestimonial identification statutes were not substantial and 
correctly refused to suppress the seized evidence where a return 
was not made to the issuing judge within 90 days and defendant 
was not provided with a copy of the results in a timely manner. 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-974(2) mandates suppression when the evidence 
is obtained as a result of the violation, but these violations 
involved procedures to be followed after the samples are taken 
and the deviation was a mere unintentional oversight. The 
defense interests protected by the statutes are the requirement of 
an inventory of what was seized and the opportunity to move for 
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the destruction of that evidence, but the defendant in this case 
was alert during the procedure, knew what was taken, and‘did not 
move for destruction of the evidence. Finally, a subsequent 
search warrant obtained as the result of an SBI agent’s tenacity 
over ten years provided more conclusive DNA and factual evi- 
dence, and it is unlikely that defendant would have avoided pros- 
ecution if this evidence was destroyed. N.C.G.S. §§ 15A-280, -282. 


4.Search and Seizure— nontestimonial identification or- 
der—attorney not present 


There was no prejudicial error in failing to provide a rape sus- 
pect with an attorney during the execution of a nontestimonial 
identification order where defendant moved to suppress the evi- 
dence produced by the order rather than statements made during 
the procedure, and, although defendant maintained that the lack 
of an attorney impaired his ability to obtain an order to destroy 
the evidence, it is clear that defendant would have remained a 
suspect whether or not this evidence was destroyed. 


5. Search and Seizure— nontestimonial identification or- 
der—constitutional requirement 


There was no constitutional error in the denial of a motion to 
suppress evidence seized with a nontestimonial identification 
order where the supporting affidavit provided reasonable 
grounds to suspect that defendant committed two rapes. 
Collection procedures such as these require only reasonable sus- 
picion to be constitutionally permissible. 


6. Search and Seizure— nontestimonial identification or- 
der—not tainted by earlier order 


The trial court did not err in a rape prosecution by denying a 
motion to suppress a second nontestimonial identification order 
issued in 1998 where defendant argued that the 1998 warrant 
was tainted by an illegal 1986 nontestimonial identification order, 
but the evidence obtained in 1986 was properly seized and inves- 
tigators were led back to defendant in 1998 due to the persever- 
ance of an SBI agent rather than the results of the 1986 order, 
which had merely concluded that defendant was not excluded as 
a suspect. | 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 145 N.C. App. 506, 551 S.E.2d 
471 (2001), finding no error in judgments entered 11 January 2000 by 
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Boner, J., in Superior Court, Burke County, after the trial court’s 21 
January 2000 order denying in pertinent part defendant’s motions to 
suppress evidence. Heard in the Supreme Court 13 February 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Robert C. Montgomery, As- 
sistant Attorney General, for the State. 


Robert C. Ervin for defendant-appellant. 


WAINWRIGHT, Justice. 


On 21 September 1998, Marion Edward Pearson (defendant) was 
indicted for four counts of first-degree rape, two counts of first- 
degree sexual offense, two counts of first-degree burglary, and one 
count of robbery with a dangerous weapon. On 12 April 1999, defend- 
ant was also indicted for additional counts of first-degree rape, first- 
degree burglary, and robbery with a dangerous weapon. 


On 11 January 2000, defendant tendered an Alford plea to two 
counts of second-degree rape as part of a plea agreement. Defendant 
reserved the right to appeal from the trial court’s denial of his 
motions to suppress, and the State dismissed the remaining charges. 
The trial court sentenced defendant to consecutive prison terms of 
twenty-five years. The Court of Appeals, with one judge dissenting, 
found no error. Defendant appeals to this Court from the decision of 
the Court of Appeals on the basis of the dissent. 


Our review of the record reveals the following relevant facts: On 
7 March 1985, the Morganton Police Department received a report of 
a Peeping Tom in the Village Creek Apartments complex. When 
Lieutenant James Buchanan responded to the call, he saw a black 
male wearing a light gray or blue windbreaker and blue jeans, squat- 
ting beside an air-conditioning unit directly behind an apartment 
building. The suspect ran when he saw Buchanan. Buchanan lost the 
suspect and notified other officers to stop two cars that were leaving 
the complex. Defendant was driving one of the cars and was wearing 
a light blue windbreaker and blue jeans. When interviewed later 
about this incident, defendant claimed he was going to a friend’s 
apartment in the complex, but he could not remember the friend’s 
name. 


At 1:15 a.m. on 14 July 1985, Kathy Richards reported to the 
Morganton Police that while she was asleep on her couch a man 
entered her apartment, held a knife to her throat, and raped her. 
Richards had been asleep on her couch when she was attacked. The 
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man also took thirty-eight dollars from her wallet. Richards could not 
see the man but believed he was a twenty-five to thirty-five-year-old 
white male who was over six feet tall. Police found the screen to 
Richards’ bathroom window had been partially removed, and it 
appeared someone had crawled through the window. The State 
Bureau of Investigation (SBI) obtained from the apartment a partial 
Negroid hair that was not suitable for scientific comparison. A sexual 
assault examination was completed on Richards at the hospital. 


At 1:10 a.m. on 23 November 1985, Arlene Holden called the 
Morganton Police and reported that a man broke into her apartment 
at Village Creek Apartments, disabled the lights in her bedroom, hid 
in her bedroom, and raped her. Before raping Holden, the man struck 
her in the head, tied her up with pantyhose, and covered her face, 
using pinking shears to threaten her. The man performed oral sex on 
Holden and raped her twice. After raping Holden the first time, the 
man made sure her face was covered, turned on the lights, and looked 
for money. Holden described the man as having a dark complexion 
and being five feet eight inches tall, with a lean or medium build. The 
screen had been removed from an unlocked window in Holden’s 
bedroom. Negroid pubic and body hairs were found in trace evidence 
examined by the state crime lab. A sexual assault examination was 
done on Holden at the hospital. 


Investigators developed defenclant as a suspect in the Holden 
rape at the Village Creek Apartments based on the Peeping Tom inci- 
dent in March 1985 at the apartment complex. Investigators inter- 
viewed defendant on 26 November 1985. Defendant denied any 
involvement in the Holden rape and left the interview with a cooper- 
ative attitude. 


Between 11:30 and 11:40 p.m. on 17 February 1986, Ernestine 
Kyes was attacked in her bedroom. After showering, Kyes attempted 
to turn on her bedroom light, but it would not work. Kyes’ attacker 
threatened her with something that felt like a knife, covered her head 
with a towel, performed oral sex on her, forced her to perform oral 
sex on him, and then raped her. The attacker took approximately 
forty dollars from Kyes’ purse and then raped her again. The man 
knew the names of Kyes’ children and where they went to school. 
Defendant’s son attended the day care that Kyes directed, and defend- 
ant sometimes brought his son to and from the day care. Kyes 
described her attacker as a black man between five feet eight inches 
and five feet ten inches tall, with an average build. Evidence found on 
Kyes’ clothing and bed covers included Negroid hairs. A sexual 
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assault examination was completed on Kyes at the hospital. Pubic 
combings of the victim contained two Negroid hairs. 


Both Holden and Kyes described their attacker as someone of 
medium height. Holden said he was five feet eight inches tall, and 
Kyes said he was between five feet eight and five feet ten inches tall. 
Additionally, Holden and Kyes said he was of medium build. Holden 
said he had a lean, medium build, and Kyes described him as having 
an average build. Further, both women described their attacker as 
dark-skinned. Holden described her attacker as having a dark com- 
plexion, and Kyes said her attacker was a black male. At the scenes 
of both the Holden and Kyes rapes, Negroid hairs were found. 
Defendant is a black male, slender and muscular, and stands approx- 
imately five feet eight inches tall. 


After the report of Kyes’ rape, investigators intensified the focus 
of the investigation on defendant. At 1:30 a.m. on 18 February 1986, 
after learning of the Kyes rape, SBI Agent John Suttle drove directly 
to defendant’s house and noted that the hood of defendant’s car was 
warmer than others in the lot, as if it had been recently driven. Police 
interviewed defendant again on 18 February 1986. Defendant claimed 
he did not leave home after 11:00 p.m. on the night of this rape, 17 
February 1986. 


On 28 March 1986, Agent Suttle completed an application for a 
nontestimonial identification order (NIO) to get head and pubic hair 
samples, a blood sample, and a saliva sample from defendant. In his 
affidavit, Agent Suttle stated: 


During the early hours of 11-23-86, a white female [Holden] age 
26, living at Village Creek Apartments was raped twice by a male 
subject that entered her apartment via an unlocked window. The 
subject was described by the victim as being approx. 5'8" tall, lean 
medium build with a dark complexion speaking with a fake 
accent. On the night of 2-17-86, a white female [Kyes] age 34, liv- 
ing at Woodbridge Apts was raped twice by a male subject that 
had entered her apartment via an unlocked window. The victim 
described her assailant as being 5'8" to 5'10", medium build, “not 
light and not heavy”. Two [N]egroid pubic hairs were found at the 
scene of the second rape. 


... Marion Pearson [defendant] is a black male, slender and 
muscular, approx. 5'8" tall. Pearson was caught by Lt. James 
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Buchanan secretly peeping into apartments at Village Creek 
Apartments on March 7, 1985 around 9:00 pm. 


Later that day, Judge Claude Sitton signed an NIO requiring 
defendant to appear at the Morganton Police Department on 8 April 
1986 and submit to the nontestimonial identification procedures. The 
order was served on defendant on | April 1986. At the time the order 
was served, defendant was “belligerent and antagonistic” and refused 
to sign and acknowledge his receipt of the order. Defendant testified 
on voir dire at a motions hearing that he went to the office of the 
Clerk of Superior Court to request appointment of counsel and was 
told that no attorney could be appointed until he was charged with a 
crime. 


On 8 April 1986, defendant went to the Morganton Police 
Department. Defendant testified he asked for an attorney again at this 
time but was not given one. Pursuant to the NIO, head and pubic hair 
samples, a saliva sample, and a blood sample were taken from 
defendant. Subsequent testing of the evidence showed that defend- 
ant’s blood type would not be detectible from the semen left by the 
rapist. The testing also showed that a pubic hair found on victim 
Holden’s sweater had similarities and dissimilarities to defendant’s 
hairs and that two pubic hairs found on victim Kyes were microscop- 
ically consistent with defendant's hairs and could have come from 
him. Defendant was therefore not excluded as a suspect. 


On 15 May 1986, after crawling into an occupied women’s rest 
room stall in Morganton, defendant was arrested and sentenced to 
two years in prison for secret peeping. Defendant was arrested in 
June 1991 for a Peeping Tom offense in Maryland. Defendant was sub- 
sequently arrested in Maryland five more times for secret peeping 
offenses. 


In March 1998, when DNA technology became available, Agent 
Suttle submitted to SBI Agent Brenda Bissette the sexual assault kits 
from victims Holden and Kyes and the samples taken from defendant 
pursuant to the 1986 NIO. Agent Bissette, a DNA analyst in the 
Molecular Genetics Section of the SBI, determined that defendant’s 
DNA was present in both the Kyes kit and the Holden kit and con- 
cluded that only one African-American in 34 million would have the 
same DNA match found in the Holden kit. Bissette also said that a 
new blood sample from defendarit could produce more definitive 
results. 
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On 23 November 1998, Agent Suttle was granted a search warrant 
to obtain a new blood sample from defendant. The warrant applica- 
tion was based on all the information concerning the crimes, includ- 
ing Agent Suttle’s notation that defendant’s car felt warm to the touch 
immediately after the Kyes rape was reported, defendant’s arrest and 
conviction for entering an occupied rest room on 15 May 1986, the 
results of the DNA analysis of the samples obtained in 1986, and other 
information including defendant’s multiple arrests for Peeping Tom 
offenses in Maryland. The search warrant was issued and served on 
defendant. SBI tests on the new blood revealed more definitive 
results identifying defendant as the perpetrator. From the new blood 
sample, Agent Bissette determined that only one African-American in 
280 million would have the same DNA match found in both the 
Holden kit and the Richards kit. 


[1] After his indictment, defendant filed three separate motions to 
suppress on 6 January 2000. Defendant first argues the trial court 
erred by denying his motion to suppress evidence based on violations 
of the nontestimonial identification statutes. He argues that Agent 
Suttle’s affidavit submitted in support of the application for the 1986 
NIO did not set forth sufficient facts to establish reasonable grounds 
to suspect that defendant committed the offenses. 


N.C.G.S § 15A-273 provides that a nontestimonial identification 
order 


may issue only on an affidavit ... sworn to before the judge and 
establishing the following grounds for the order: 


(1) That there is probable cause to believe that a felony 
offense ... has been committed; 


(2) That there are reasonable grounds to suspect that the 
person named or described in the affidavit committed the 
offense; and 


(3) That the results ... will be of material aid in determining 
whether the person named in the affidavit committed the 
offense. 


N.C.G.S § 154-273 (1999). 


The reasonable grounds standard is similar to the reasonable 
suspicion standard applied to brief detentions. See Terry v. Ohio, 392 
U.S. 1, 20 L. Ed. 2d 889 (1968). The sole requirement is a mini- 
mal amount of objective justification, something more than an 
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“unparticularized suspicion or ‘hunch.’” United States v. Sokolow, 
490 U.S. 1, 7, 104 L. Ed. 2d 1, 10 (1989) (quoting Terry, 392 U.S. at 27, 
20 L. Ed. 2d at 909); accord State v. Watkins, 3387 N.C. 437, 442, 446 
S.E.2d 67, 70 (1994). The reasonable grounds standard required for an 
NIO is significantly lower than a probable cause standard. State v. 
Grooms, 353 N.C. 50, 73, 540 S.E.2d 713, 728 (2000), cert. dented, — 
U.S. —-, 151 L. Ed. 2d 54 (2001). An NIO “is an investigative tool 
requiring a lower standard of suspicion that is available for the lim- 
ited purpose of identifying the perpetrator of a crime.” Id. 


Here, it was reasonable to infer that defendant was someone who 
met the physical description of the perpetrator given by two of the 
rape victims. Further, the following facts provide reasonable suspi- 
cion that defendant committed the rapes: a Peeping Tom was 
reported at the location of one of the rapes; a police officer spotted 
a man squatting next to an air-conditioning unit directly behind an 
apartment building wearing a light gray or blue windbreaker and 
blue jeans; the man ran when he saw the officer; shortly thereafter, 
defendant was stopped near the location where the Peeping Tom was 
spotted; and defendant was wearing blue jeans and a light blue wind- 
breaker at the time. Defendant was a suspect based on more than a 
minimal amount of objective justification and more than an unpartic- 
ularized hunch. The affidavit sufficiently established reasonable 
grounds to suspect defendant committed the rapes. 


[2] Defendant further argues the second sentence in the paragraph of 
Agent Suttle’s affidavit that contains the facts establishing reasonable 
grounds is false and was made intentionally or with a reckless disre- 
gard for its truth. That sentence reads: “Pearson was caught by Lt. 
James Buchanan secretly peeping into apartments at Village Creek 
Apartments on March 7, 1985 around 9:00 pm.” Defendant argues the 
police report of the incident did not show that the suspect was seen 
peeping into apartments, but rather that he was seen “squatting next 
to a[n] air conditioner unit.” 


As with an affidavit to procure a search warrant, evidence 
obtained from an NIO should be suppressed if it is the product of an 
affidavit that contains deliberate falsehoods or shows a reckless dis- 
regard for the truth. See Franks v. Delaware, 438 U.S. 154, 155-56, 57 
L. Ed. 2d 667, 672 (1978) (holding that where a defendant shows that 
a search warrant affidavit includes false statements necessary to the 
finding of probable cause, the search warrant is void). Because 
“It]here is a presumption of validity with respect to [an] affidavit sup- 
porting [a] search warrant,” State v. Fernandez, 346 N.C. 1, 14, 484 
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S.E.2d 350, 358 (1997), there must also be a presumption of validity 
with respect to an affidavit supporting an NIO. A defendant contest- 
ing an NIO has the burden of presenting evidence to “establish facts 
from which the finder of fact might conclude that the affiant alleged 
the facts in bad faith.” Id. 


There is no evidence in the record that Agent Suttle intentionally 
misstated a fact to deceive anyone. Police had received a report that 
a Peeping Tom was at an apartment complex, a man was seen squat- 
ting next to an air-conditioning unit directly behind an apartment 
building, and the man ran when approached by a police officer. Police 
stopped defendant as he was leaving the complex, and defendant 
matched the description of the man seen behind the apartments. 
Agent Suttle had every reason to conclude defendant had been 
secretly peeping. He did not misrepresent the activity seen behind the 
apartments. 


“{A] police officer making the affidavit for issuance of a warrant 
may do so in reliance upon information reported to him by other offi- 
cers in the performance of their duties.” State v. Harvey, 281 N.C. 1, 
8, 187 S.E.2d 706, 711 (1972). 


Here, Agent Suttle testified that he did not have personal knowl- 
edge of these events but that he had reviewed the report of the inves- 
tigation and had talked with Lt. Buchanan and other officers who 
were familiar with the incident. Agent Suttle further testified that “in 
retrospect, [he] should have worded [the affidavit] to explain in 
greater length the circumstances.” The trial court found that “[t]he 
affidavit statement that ‘Pearson was caught by Lt. James Buchanan 
secretly peeping into apartments’ is an opinion reasonably drawn 
from the facts stated in Lt. Buchanan’s incident report.” Defendant 
failed to produce evidence that Agent Suttle made his allegations in 
bad faith such that they were knowingly false or in reckless disregard 
of the truth. The trial court correctly issued the NIO. 


[3] Defendant also argues that N.C.G.S. §§ 15A-280 and -282 were 
substantially violated as defined by N.C.G.S. § 15A-974(2), which 
requires that evidence must be suppressed if “[i]t is obtained as a 
result of a substantial violation of the provisions of this Chapter.” 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-280 provides: 


Within 90 days after the nontestimonial identification pro- 
cedure, a return must be made to the judge who issued the order 
or to a judge designated in the order setting forth an inventory of 
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the products of the nontestimonial identification procedures 
obtained from the person named in the affidavit. If, at the time of 
the return, probable cause does not exist to believe that the per- 
son has committed the offense named in the affidavit or any other 
offense, the person named in the affidavit is entitled to move that 
the authorized judge issue an order directing that the products 
and reports of the nontestimonial identification procedures, and 
all copies thereof, be destroyed. The motion must, except for 
good cause shown, be granted. 


N.C.G.S. § 154-280 (1999). 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-282 provides: 


A person who has been the subject of nontestimonial identi- 
fication procedures or his attorney must be provided with a 
copy of any reports of test results as soon as the reports are 
available. 


N.C.G.S. § 15A-282 (1999). 


The trial court concluded that “[t]he failure of Agent Suttle to 
return the non-testimonial identification order to [the trial judge] 
within ninety days . . . violated the provisions of G.S. 15A-280” and 
that “(t]he failure of Agent Suttle to provide the defendant a copy of 
the results of the test performed in 1986... in a timely manner vio- 
lated the requirements of G.S. 154-282.” The trial court further con- 
cluded that both of these violations were not substantial under 
N.C.G.S § 15A-974(2). We agree. 


N.C.G.8S. § 15A-974(2) provides that evidence must be sup- 
pressed if 


[i]t is obtained as a result of a substantial violation of the provi- 
sions of this Chapter. In determining whether a violation is sub- 
stantial, the court must consider all the circumstances, including: 


a. The importance of the particular interest violated; 
b. The extent of the deviation from lawful conduct; 


. The extent to which the violation was willful: 


Q) 


. The extent to which exclusion will tend to deter future 
violations of this Chapter. 


N.C.G.S. § 15A-974(2) (1999) (emphasis added). 


or 
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When making a motion to suppress evidence upon a ground spec- 
ified in N.C.G.S. § 154-974, a “defendant has the burden of establish- 
ing that his motion to suppress is timely and proper in form.” State v. 
Satterfield, 300 N.C. 621, 624-25, 268 S.E.2d 510, 513-14 (1980). 
Further, defendant “bears the burden of presenting facts in support of 
his motion to suppress.” Id. at 626, 268 S.E.2d at 514. 


The statute mandates that evidence must be suppressed if it is 
obtained as a result of a violation, meaning that “a causal relationship 
must exist between the violation and the acquisition of the evidence 
sought to be suppressed.” State v. Richardson, 295 N.C. 309, 322, 
245 S.E.2d 754, 763 (1978). “[E]vidence will not be suppressed unless 
it has been obtained as a consequence of the officer’s unlawful con- 
duct .... The evidence must be such that it would not have been 
obtained but for the unlawful conduct of the investigating officer.” Jd. 
at 323, 245 S.E.2d at 763. 


Here, the collection of the evidence obtained from the 1986 
NIO was not causally related to the statutory violations of N.C.G.S. 
§§ 15A-280 and -282 because §§ 15A-280 and -282 focus on policies 
to be followed after samples are taken. These policies are not related 
to obtaining the samples. 


Further, examination of the first three statutory circumstances 
outlined in N.C.G.S. § 15A-974(2) shows the evidence was not 
obtained in substantial violation of chapter 15A. Regarding the par- 
ticular interest violated, N.C.G.S. § 15A-280’s purposes are twofold: 
(1) it requires a return to the judge who issued the NIO setting forth 
a product inventory, and (2) it allows the subject of the NIO the 
opportunity to make a motion to have the NIO products destroyed. 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-280. In the case at bar, only insignificant interests were 
violated by Agent Suttle’s failure to provide a return to the judge. 
Defendant was present at his NIO procedure and was aware of what 
was taken. Further, defendant had no right to the destruction of the 
material, but only the right to move for its destruction after the ninety 
day period if there was not probable cause to believe he committed 
the offenses. Upon hearing such a motion, the trial court could have 
denied the request upon a finding of good cause. Defendant failed to 
move for the destruction of the NIO products. Because defendant 
failed to move for destruction of the evidence (as discussed below), 
he cannot now show that the judge would have granted such a motion 
because he was not excluded as a suspect. Thus, defendant cannot 
show a significant interest was violated. 
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Next, the extent of the deviation from lawful conduct here was 
minimal. Agent Suttle’s failure to provide the trial court with an 
inventory of what products were taken at the NIO procedure was a 
mere oversight, causing no prejuclice to defendant. As noted above, 
defendant was alert at the procecure and aware of what was taken 
from him. 


Regarding the wilifulness of the violation of N.C.G.S. § 15A-280, 
Agent Suttle testified that he was not aware of the requirement of 
that subsection. Agent Suttle stated, “if I had any knowledge that a 
return was to be made, I would have. I’ve never had a judge or a 
District Attorney . .. say that—after ninety days a report and return 
has to be filed to the issuing judge.” Based on our conclusions con- 
cerning these first three statutory factors, we find no substantial 
statutory violation. 


Similarly, turning to the violation of N.C.G.S. § 15A-282, which 
mandates that a copy of any reports of results from NIO procedures 
be made available to the subject of an NIO, the same analysis given to 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-280 applies. The interest protected was insignificant 
because the samples had already been taken and the deviation was an 
unintentional oversight. Accordingly, N.C.G.S. § 15A-282 was not sub- 
stantially violated. Further, defendant specifically contends that 
“{t]he violations of [these statutes| directly affected Pearson’s ability 
to move for destruction of the samples and the test results” and that 
the “destruction of these test results and the samples would have 
eliminated the State’s identification evidence in this case and ended 
the potential for prosecution.” Based on our thorough review of the 
record in this case, we conclude that defendant’s contentions are 
without merit because any statutory violation was insignificant and 
non prejudicial. 


Agent Suttle testified that he “called [the supervisor of the DNA 
section] maybe every year or every two or three years and I even 
was to the point of putting it on my next year[’|s calendar to call to 
check to see if they felt like the technology was there” to further test 
evidence obtained as a result of the NIO and from the sexual assault 
kits. Eventually, in 1998, the kits were resubmitted. 


In all likelihood, Agent Suttle would have kept defendant as a 
suspect for over ten years regardless of the maintenance of the NIO 
products and would have obtained the 1998 search warrant regard- 
less of the 1986 NIO. The products of the 1986 NIO procedures did not 
affirmatively pinpoint defendant as the perpetrator, nor did they 
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exclude him as a suspect. The 1998 search warrant provided more 
conclusive DNA and factual evidence, and this evidence was obtained 
as aresult of Agent Suttle’s determination and tenacity. 


In sum, while obtaining the evidence violated chapter 15A, the 
violation was not substantial, and therefore the evidence was not 
inadmissible under N.C.G.S. § 15A-974(2). Moreover, the statutory 
violations were not unfairly prejudicial as defendant would have been 
maintained as a suspect even if the 1986 NIO evidence had been 
destroyed. Further, there is very little likelihood defendant would not 
have been prosecuted even if the 1986 NIO evidence had been 
destroyed. Defendant’s argument is without merit. 


[4] Next, defendant argues that the failure to provide him an attorney 
was a substantial violation of N.C.G.S. § 15A-279(d), which provides 
that a defendant 


is entitled to have counsel present and must be advised prior to 
being subjected to any nontestimonial identification procedures 
of his right to have counsel present during any nontestimonial 
identification procedure and to the appointment of counsel if he 
cannot afford to retain counsel. No statement made during non- 
testimonial identification procedures by the subject of the proce- 
dures shall be admissible in any criminal proceeding against him, 
unless his counsel was present at the time the statement was 
made. 


N.C.G.S. § 15A-279(d) (1999). 


On 26 March 1986, during an interview with police officer 
Ronnie Hudson, defendant told Hudson that he had been “screwed” 
by the police enough and that he thought it was time he get an attor- 
ney. Defendant testified that after being served with the NIO in April 
1986, he 


came down here to the courthouse and went to the front window 
and told them that I wanted to apply for a court-appointed lawyer 
and they sent me to a room off to the side. .. . I don’t know who 
it was but that’s the—I went to the office that they sent me to and 
requested for an attorney and the person behind the desk said 
basically that if you’re—if this makes it to court, then we can 
assign you a lawyer and I said, well, you know, it says here I have 
a right to an attorney and they said, well, yeah, but this office 
can’t issue a lawyer unless you have a trial—I mean unless you 
have a case here and so I went to—I believe it was upstairs to a 
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judge’s chambers and asked and basically the notion I got was 
that J couldn’t get one until I was—you know, I was arrested ona 
crime or something. 


Defendant further testified that he called the ACLU to request a 
lawyer and asked his father for help getting a lawyer. Defendant 
testified that at the NIO procedure, Agent Suttle said defendant would 
be provided an attorney, but that Agent Suttle later said no attorney 
was available. Defendant claimed that he then underlined a form 
where it said that he had a right to an attorney. 


Agent Suttle testified that he did not recall defendant requesting 
an attorney. Agent Suttle said that if defendant had asked for an attor- 
ney, “I would have stopped and we[] [would have] made arrange- 
ments to get him a lawyer. .. . [we would have] had to call the Clerk’s 
office to get him a lawyer appointed.” Agent Suttle said, “he [defend- 
ant] obviously was not saying he wanted a lawyer because, if he had, 
I would have gotten him one.” In addition, after a review of the 
record, we find no form that contains underlining as defendant 
claimed. Defendant was not provided an attorney, and the NIO pro- 
cedures were performed without an attorney present. 


The trial court concluded that this was a substantial violation 
of the statute but that defendant was “not entitled to suppression 
of the physical evidence seized from him because the evidence 
was not obtained as a result of the violation. The physical evi- 
dence would have been seized from the defendant even if counsel 
had been present since it was being obtained pursuant to a court 
order.” We agree. 


The transcript and records contain conflicting information as to 
what defendant specifically requested, how and to whom he articu- 
lated such requests, and when such requests were made. By calling 
the ACLU, approaching his father for help to get an attorney, and 
telling Officer Hudson that he thought it was time he get an attorney, 
defendant appeared to be getting his own attorney. However, assum- 
ing, arguendo, that defendant’s account of his requests for an attor- 
ney is accurate, he fails to demonstrate how the presence of counsel 
when the evidence was taken would have further protected his rights, 
and we hold that the failure to provide an attorney, while error, was 
not prejudicial. 


“(Alecording to the plain language of section 15A-279(d), the pro- 
vision protects the defendant from having statements made during 
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the nontestimonial identification procedure used against [him] at trial 
where counsel was not present during the procedure.” State v. 
Coplen, 138 N.C. App. 48, 58, 5380 S.E.2d 3138, 320, cert. denied, 352 
N.C. 677, 545 S.E.2d 488 (2000). Here, defendant did not seek to sup- 
press any statements made during the procedure, only to suppress 
the actual evidence procured. 


Defendant also argues that the failure to provide him an attorney 
impaired his ability to obtain an order for the destruction of the evi- 
dence, which meant the SBI could preserve the evidence and later 
test it with more sophisticated DNA technology. We disagree. 
Whether defendant had an attorney to advise him to seek to have the 
evidence destroyed is not determinative. Based on a plethora of evi- 
dence other than the products of the 1986 NIO, Agent Suttle and the 
SBI would have had probable cause to obtain the 1998 search war- 
rant. In the application for the 1998 search warrant, in addition to the 
details of the three rapes and the investigations, Agent Suttle outlined 
the following evidence in a seven page affidavit: 


After Pearson was released from the North Carolina 
Department of Corrections, Investigators did not have any con- 
tact or knowledge of Pearson being in the Morganton area. There 
have not been any other similar reported burglary/rapes reported 
in the Morganton area since the February rape of Victim Kyes in 
1986 and the intense focusing by investigators on Pearson as a 
suspect. 


This affiant in 1993 upon reviewing the serial rapes that 
occurred in Morganton located through various sources Marion 
E. Pearson, Jr. in Landham, Maryland. S/A Suttle contacted a 
Sergeant Paul Evans of the Sex Crimes Unit for Prince Georges 
County Police in February of 1993 to determine if they were hav- 
ing any burglary/rapes with a similar modus operandi. Evans indi- 
cated they had not. A local record check then of Pearson revealed 
Pearson was arrested on February 28, 1980 for a peeping tom 
offense and again for the same offense on June 28, 1991 in 
Maryland. The record also revealed parking citations issued to 
Pearson in 1991 at the University of Maryland. 


Affiant recontacted the Sex Crimes Unit of Prince Georges 
County Police on October 14, 1997 to review Pearson’s status in 
Maryland. Affiant also had [] been communicating with the 
Molecular Genetics Division of the North Carolina Crime Lab for 
several years with the intentions of waiting for DNA technology 
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to improve before reinitiating some contact with Marion E. 
Pearson, Jr. 


Affiant talked with Investigator Candice Santos on October 
14, 1997 and learned she has two similar unsolved burglary/rapes 
that she is working on without any suspects. She noted the sus- 
pect in both cases did not leave any DNA evidence behind by 
using a condom and or ejaculating on something that he took 
from the crime scene with him. 


An updated check of Pearson’s record in Maryland revealed 
he had been arrested five times for “peeping tom” related 
offenses since his record was examined in 1993 by Sergeant 
Evans and S$/A Suttle. 


This affiant upon reviewing and examining the three 
Morganton rape cases notes the following similarities and 
conclusions: 


1. All three Morganton rapes were committed by the same sus- 
pect because of the similarities of the three crimes: time, fake 
accent, Negroid hairs, disabled bedroom lights in the last two 
cases, moistening of the vagina before first sex act by performing 
cunninglingus [sic], second rape of second and third victims from 
behind, taking of money from all three victims, close proximity to 
town permitting suspect to get: away before being caught, use of 
an edged weapon to gain control of victim. 


2. The FBI Behavioral Science Unit review of the cases con- 
cluded in all probability that the same suspect committed all 
three rapes. 


3. Marion Pearson’s connection to the Village Creek Apart- 
ments and his unusual activity there near where the second 
victim lived. 


4. The contact Pearson had with the third victim at the daycare 
and his ability to surveil victirn Kyes and learn her address and 
facts about her single parent family. 


5. Pearson’s lack of cooperativeness after the investigation fo- 
cused on him. 


6. Pearson’s bizarre behavior such as the bathroom incident 
at the college which resulted in his getting two years in prison. 
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7. Pearson’s continued bizarre nighttime activity in Maryland 
where he had been charged with peeping tom offenses twice prior 
to 1993 and his being arrested five times since 1993 in the 
Maryland area for similar offenses. 


8. All three victims were assaulted in the privacy of their 
own home [sic] and approached from behind by an assailant 
that entered through unlocked windows. All victims lived in 
apartments. 


9. All three [victims] maintained quiet lifestyles, all were 
divorced and none of them had promiscuous tendencies or care- 
less attitudes that would classify them at a high risk as a victim of 
a violent crime. 


10. In all three cases the suspect maintained control over the vic- 
tims by verbalizing continued threats. 


It is this affiant’s professional opinion based on years of train- 
ing and dealing with criminal activity and criminal minds that the 
so called “peeping tom” activity of Marion Pearson is the prover- 
bial “tip of the iceberg”. With the multiple arrests for “peeping” 
related offenses, common sense would lead a reasonable person 
to conclude he had to be committing the act many more times 
than he was caught at. No reasonable person would believe that 
he was apprehended by police every time he committed the act. 


In furtherance of this opinion, this suspect is not out being a 
“peeping tom” for voyeuristic pleasures but he is stalking his 
unwitting victims many of whom would never report their rape 
for fear of the embarrassment and life complications reporting 
same would involve. If the suspect committing these rapes would 
beat, injure or maim the external body of the victim’s [sic] they 
would be forced to report these violations. This suspect commit- 
ting these crimes is smart enough to know if he does not hurt his 
victims physically they in a high probability might not report the 
incident. Marion Pearson is a very intelligent individual with col- 
legiate level education and has represented himself in court 
before. Pearson is also educated to the point of being able to 
research the “information age” to learn about how DNA is used in 
forensic labs to identify rapists and how to easily avoid leaving 
that evidence behind in or on a victim. 


This affiant based on many years of experience has the opin- 
ion that “[p]eeping tom” activity is not necessarily behavior 
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always consistent with voyeurism. This is a method of selection 
and evaluation process for a serial rapist to select his victims. In 
this investigation a suspect in three rapes in a small town in North 
Carolina is eight years later actively searching and stalking future 
victims in the State of Maryland. 


Although it was error to deny defendant counsel at the NIO proce- 
dure, such error was not prejudicial under these circumstances. After 
a thorough review of the record, it is clear that defendant would have 
remained a suspect in this case whether the evidence from the 1986 
NIO was destroyed or not. 


“The test for prejudicial error is whether there is a reasonable 
possibility that the evidence complained of contributed to the con- 
viction.” State v. Milby, 302 N.C. 137, 142, 273 S.E.2d 716, 720 (1981). 
In view of the overwhelming evidence that Agent Suttle and in- 
vestigators accumulated, as well as Agent Suttle’s perseverance in 
maintaining defendant as a suspect until DNA testing evolved, we 
conclude there is no reasonable possibility that the result here 
was affected by the failure to provide defendant counsel at the NIO 
procedure. 


[5] In his next argument, defendant contends the trial court commit- 
ted constitutional error in denying his motion to suppress evidence 
obtained from the NIO. Specifically, defendant argues the affidavit 
used to obtain the NIO failed to provide reasonable grounds for sus- 
picion and relied on false and misleading information. We have 
already addressed these arguments in the statutory setting, and the 
result is the same under a constitutional analysis. This argument is 
without merit. 


Collection procedures like those involved in the present case 
require only reasonable suspicion to be constitutionally permissible. 
See Hayes v. Florida, 470 U.S. 811, 817, 84 L. Ed. 2d 705, 711 (1985) 
(holding that “[t]here is thus support in our cases for the view that the 
Fourth Amendment would permit seizures for the purpose of finger- 
printing, if there is reasonable suspicion that the suspect has com- 
mitted a criminal act”). As established above, the affidavit in the 
present case supporting the NIO application established reasonable 
grounds to suspect that defendant committed the Holden and Kyes 
rapes. Further, as also discussed above, defendant fails to provide 
sufficient evidence that the affidavit relied on false or misleading 
information. 
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[6] In his final argument, defendant contends the trial court erred by 
denying his motion to suppress a blood sample obtained as a result of 
the 23 November 1998 search warrant as well as DNA testing of that 
blood sample. According to defendant, Agent Suttle’s decision to seek 
the search warrant in 1998 was prompted by testing on evidence ille- 
gally obtained in 1986. Moreover, results of the tests done on this ille- 
gally obtained evidence were presented to the judge who issued the 
1998 search warrant. Thus, defendant contends the evidence obtained 
via the 1998 search warrant was fruit of the poisonous tree because 
the search warrant was tainted by the illegality of the 1986 NIO. 


As previously discussed, it is apparent from the record that Agent 
Suttle persevered in maintaining defendant as a suspect for over ten 
years until DNA testing was more advanced. It was this perseverance 
rather than the results of the 1986 NIO that led investigators back to 
defendant. In short, because the evidence obtained in 1986 was prop- 
erly seized, the evidence obtained in 1998 could not be tainted by the 
1986 evidence, especially when viewed in light of the abundant evi- 
dence obtained prior to the procurement of the 1998 search warrant. 
Accordingly, defendant’s argument is without merit. 


In conclusion, we conclude that the trial court committed no prej- 
udicial error, and we therefore affirm the decision of the Court of 
Appeals. 


AFFIRMED. 


TIMOTHY H. CRAIG, anD THE CHATHAM COUNTY AGRIBUSINESS COUNCIL v. 
COUNTY OF CHATHAM, CHATHAM COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT anp THE 
CHATHAM COUNTY BOARD OF HEALTH 


No. 270PA01 
(Filed 28 June 2002) 


1. Counties; Public Health— local ordinance—swine farms—health 
rules—preemption by state law 


The Court of Appeals did not err by concluding that state law 
preempts the regulation of swine farms and thus prevents county 
commissioners and a local board of health from adopting an ordi- 
nance and rules regulating swine farms, because: (1) North 
Carolina’s swine farm regulations, the Swine Farm Siting Act, and 
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the Animal Waste Management Systems statutes, are so compre- 
hensive in scope that the General Assembly must have intended 
that they comprise a complete and integrated regulatory scheme 
on a Statewide basis leaving no room for further local regulation, 
and (2) county commissioners and local boards of health have no 
authority under N.C.G.S. § 1380A-39(b) to superimpose additional 
regulations without specific reasons clearly applicable to a local 
health need. 


2. Zoning— local ordinance—swine farms—validity 


The Court of Appeals erred by upholding a local zoning ordi- 
nance relating to swine farms, because: (1) the ordinance seeks 
to impose regulations on swine farms where the State has shown 
an intent to cover the field of swine farm regulation; and (2) the 
zoning ordinance’s attempt to incorporate the invalid county 
swine ordinance prevents it from being valid. 


3. Zoning— local ordinance—regulation of swine farms 


The Board of Health may not regulate swine farms under 
N.C.G.S. § 1380A-39 upon considerations other than health. 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a deci- 
sion of the Court of Appeals, 143 N.C. App. 30, 545 S.E.2d 455 (2001), 
affirming in part and reversing and remanding in part an order for 
summary judgment entered 25 October 1999 by Allen (J.B., Jr.), J., in 
Superior Court, Chatham County. On 16 August 2001, the Supreme 
Court allowed plaintiffs’ conditional petition for discretionary review 
as to an additional issue. Heard in the Supreme Court 14 November 
2001. 


Ward and Smith, PA., by Kenneth R. Wooten and Frank H. 
Sheffield, Jr., for plaintiff-appellants and -appellees. 


The Brough Law Firm, by G. Nicholas Herman and Michael B. 
Brough, for defendant-appellants and -appellees. 


Southern Environmental Law Center, by Donnell Van Noppen 
UI and Michelle B. Nowlin; and Environmental Defense, by 
Daniel J. Whittle, on behalf of North Carolina Association of 
Health Board Directors; Environmental Defense; and 
Conservation Council of North Carolina, Inc., amici curiae. 


Carlton Law Firm, by J. Phil Carlton on behalf of North 
Carolina Agribusiness Council, North Carolina Pork Producers 
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Council, North Carolina Cattlemen, North Carolina Farm 
Bureau, North Carolina Poultry Federation, North Carolina 
State Grange, and the North Carolina Citizens for Business and 
Industry, amici curiae. 


Nicolette G. Hahn on behalf of Waterkeeper Alliance, Cape Fear 
Riverkeeper, Neuse Riverkeeper, Neuse River Foundation, New 
Riverkeeper, Winyah Rivers Foundation, and the Alliance for a 
Responsible Swine Industry, amici curiae. 


LAKE, Chief Justice. 


The issues raised here on review require the interpretation of the 
North Carolina General Statutes and application of North Carolina 
case law governing the question of preemption of county ordinances 
by the State. Specifically, the primary issues presented, defendants’ 
first and second issues, relate to the validity of two Chatham County 
ordinances passed by the Chatham County Board of Commissioners 
and certain rules passed by the Chatham County Board of Health, all 
regulating swine farms. 


On 6 April 1998, the Chatham County Board of Commissioners 
enacted the “Chatham County Ordinance Regulating Swine Farms” 
(the Swine Ordinance) and “An Ordinance to Amend the Chatham 
County Zoning Ordinance to Provide for Regulation of Swine Farms” 
(the Zoning Ordinance). The Swine Ordinance regulates swine farms 
“raising 250 or more animals of the porcine species,” through a per- 
mitting system which affects currently existing farms and those 
which expand in the future. The Swine Ordinance is applicable to all 
such swine farms without regard to whether the farm is served by an 
animal waste management system having a design capacity of 600,000 
pounds “steady state live weight”! or greater. Under the Swine 
Ordinance, the owners of swine farms are assigned the financial 
responsibility for future contaminations that might occur, which 
responsibility is ensured through both a written agreement with the 
Chatham County Health Department and some form of financial secu- 
rity. The Swine Ordinance also provides requirements for setback? 


1. Steady State Live Weight (SSLW) is the “average day to day total live weight of 
any animal on the farm during their growth cycle.” 2 Ted Feitshans et al., Swine Farm 
Zoning Notebook 726 glossary (2000) [hereinafter Feitshans, Zoning Notebook]. 


2. Setbacks are “[s]pecific distances that a structure or area must be located 
away, from other defined areas or structures.” Feitshans, Zoning Notebook, at 726. 
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distances and buffer? zones for farms and sprayfields,4 and semian- 
nual testing of wells on the farm. 


The Zoning Ordinance is applicable only to swine farms that are 
“served by an animal waste management system having a design 
capacity of 600,000 pounds steady state live weight (SSLW) or 
greater.” The Zoning Ordinance limits swine farms to areas of the 
county which are zoned either “Light Industrial” or “Heavy Indus- 
trial.” The Zoning Ordinance further requires the swine farmer to 
obtain a conditional use permit, with issuance contingent upon a 
showing of compliance with the Swine Ordinance. 


On 28 April 1998, the Chatham County Board of Health enacted 
the “Chatham County Board of Health Swine Farm Operation Rules” 
(Health Board Rules), which apply to all swine farms? raising “250 or 
more animals of the porcine species,” without regard to the design 
capacity of the farm’s animal waste management system. The Health 
Board Rules are virtually identical to the Swine Ordinance. 


On 2 September 1998, Timothy H. Craig and the Chatham County 
Agribusiness Council (CCAC) filed a complaint against defendants in 
superior court seeking a declaration that the Swine Ordinance, 
Zoning Ordinance and Health Board Rules were not legally valid. On 
2 September 1999, CCAC filed a motion for partial summary judg- 
ment, and in September 1999, defendants filed an answer and a 
motion for summary judgment. The trial court granted defendants’ 
motion for summary judgment and denied CCAC’s motion for partial 
summary judgment. Plaintiffs appealed to the Court of Appeals, 
which affirmed in part and reversed in part the ruling of the trial 
court, holding that the Health Board Rules and the Swine Ordinance 
are preempted by state law but holding that the trial court was cor- 
rect in granting summary judgment to defendants as to the Zoning 
Ordinance. This Court subsequently allowed defendants’ petition for 
discretionary review and plaintiffs’ conditional petition for discre- 
tionary review as to an additional issue. 


3. Buffers are “[dJesignated areas of land around which agricultural activities may 
be prohibited or subject to restrictions.” Feitshans, Zoning Notebook, at 721. 


4. A sprayfield is an “[aJrea of land over which liquid animal wastes may be 
sprayed for disposal of those wastes.” Fei:shans, Zoning Notebook, at 726. 


5. The Health Board Rules apply to a “swine farm” and the rules define a “swine 
farm” as “any tract or contiguous tracts of land in Chatham County under common 
ownership or control which is devoted to raising 250 or more animals of the porcine 
species.” 


44 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


CRAIG v. COUNTY OF CHATHAM 
[356 N.C. 40 (2002)] 


[1] Defendants first contend that the Court of Appeals erred in con- 
cluding that state law preempts the regulation of swine farms and 
thus prevents county commissioners and a local board of health from 
adopting an ordinance and rules regulating swine farms. 


The enactment and operation of a general, statewide law does not 
necessarily prevent a county from regulating in the same field. 
However, preemption issues arise when it is shown that the legisla- 
ture intended to implement statewide regulation in the area, to the 
exclusion of local regulation. See N.C.G.S. § 160A-174(b)(5) (2001). 
“*[M]unicipal by-laws and ordinances must be in harmony with the 
general laws of the State, and whenever they come in conflict with 
the general laws, the by-laws and ordinances must give way.’ ” State 
v. Williams, 283 N.C. 550, 552, 196 S.E.2d 756, 757 (1973) (quoting 
Town of Washington v. Hammond, 76 N.C. 33, 36 (1877)). The law of 
preemption is grounded in the need to avoid dual regulation. See, e.g., 
id. at 554, 196 S.E.2d at 759. 


Counties are creatures of the General Assembly and have no 
inherent legislative powers. High Point Surplus Co. v. Pleasants, 264 
N.C. 650, 654, 142 S.E.2d 697, 701 (1965); DeLoatch v. Beamon, 252 
N.C. 754, 757, 114 S.E.2d 711, 714 (1960). They are instrumentalities 
of state government and possess only those powers the General 
Assembly has conferred upon them. Harris v. Board of Comm’rs of 
Washington Cty., 274 N.C. 343, 346, 163 S.E.2d 387, 390 (1968); High 
Point Surplus, 264 N.C. at 654, 142 S.E.2d at 701. Hence, we look to 
the North Carolina General Statutes to see what powers the General 
Assembly has delegated broadly to counties on a statewide basis or 
more specifically to counties such as Chatham in the area of swine 
farm regulation. 


The General Assembly, in N.C.G.S. § 1534-121, has delegated to 
counties the power and authority to enact ordinances. That statute 
provides in part: 


(a) A county may by ordinance define, regulate, prohibit, or 
abate acts, omissions, or conditions detrimental to the health, 
safety, or welfare of its citizens. 


N.C.G.S. § 1538A-121(a) (2001). However, N.C.G.S. § 160A-174, as inter- 
preted and applied by our case law, provides limitations on the exer- 
cise of this power. The relevant portions of N.C.G.S. § 160A-174 state: 


(b) A city ordinance shall be consistent with the Constitution 
and laws of North Carolina and of the United States. An ordi- 
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nance is not consistent with State or federal law when: 


(5) The ordinance purports to regulate a field for which a 
State or federal statute clearly shows a legislative intent 
to provide a complete and integrated regulatory scheme 
to the exclusion of local regulation. 


This Court has held that N.C.G.S. $ 160A-174 is applicable to counties 
as well as cities. State v. Tenore, 280 N.C. 238, 185 S.E.2d 644 (1972). 


N.C.G.S. § 180A-39 delegates power to the local board of health to 


adopt a more stringent rule in an area regulated by the 
Commission for Health Services or the Environmental 
Management Commission where, in the opinion of the local board 
of health, a more stringent rule is required to protect the public 
health. 


N.C.G.S. § 130A-39(b) (2001). The Commission for Health Services 
and the Environmental Management Commission (EMC) are state 
agencies. The governor appoints all members serving on the EMC and 
a majority of the members serving on the Commission for Health 
Services. N.C.G.S. § 1438B-283(a) (1999) (amended in 2001); N.C.G.S. 
§ 130A-30(a) (2001). A local board of health is limited in its rule-mak- 
ing powers in that the regulation must be “related to the promotion or 
protection of health.” City of Roanoke Rapids v. Peedin, 124 N.C. 
App. 578, 587, 478 S.E.2d 528, 533 (1996). 


In holding that the Swine Ordinance and the Health Board Rules 
were preempted by state law, the Court of Appeals reasoned that the 
Chatham County Board of Commissioners and the Chatham County 
Board of Health sought to regulate an area in which the General 
Assembly had provided a “complete and integrated regulatory 
scheme” of swine farm regulations. Craig v. County of Chatham, 
143 N.C. App. 30, 545 S.E.2d 455 (2001); see also N.C.G.S. 
§ 160A-174(b)(5). We concur in this assessment. 


In determining if the General Assembly intended to provide 
statewide regulation to the exclusion of local regulation, we must 
decide if it has shown a clear legislative intent to provide such a 
“complete and integrated regulatory scheme.” 


Defendants argue that when the General Assembly intends to pre- 
empt the field, it will do so through an express statement of intent. 
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Furthermore, they argue that without such an expression of intent, 
this Court would be merely imposing its own judgment for that of the 
General Assembly in finding that the General Assembly preempted 
the field. We disagree. 


If the General Assembly were required to provide an express 
statement of intent, N.C.G.S. § 160A-174(b)(5) would be meaningless. 
The General Assembly can create a regulatory scheme which, though 
not expressly exclusory, is so complete in covering the field that it is 
clear any regulation on the county level would be contrary to the 
statewide regulatory purpose. 


In determining the purpose and intent of the General Assembly 
in adopting the swine regulation statutes, we must primarily look to 
“ “the spirit of the act[] and what the act seeks to accomplish.’ ” State 
v. Anthony, 351 N.C. 611, 615, 528 S.E.2d 321, 323 (2000) (quoting 
Taylor v. Taylor, 343 N.C. 50, 56, 468 S.E.2d 33, 37 (1996)). Where leg- 
islative intent is not readily apparent from the act, it is appropriate to 
look at various related statutes in pari materia so as to determine 
and effectuate the legislative intent. Brown v. Flowe, 349 N.C. 520, 
523-24, 507 S.E.2d 894, 896 (1998). 


In State v. Williams, this Court relied on a stated purpose similar 
to the one in the instant case to find that state law preempted local 
regulation in the Town of Mount Airy. 283 N.C. at 553, 196 S.E.2d at 
758. In that case, defendants were arrested for the possession of an 
open beer, a violation of a Mount Airy city ordinance. Jd. at 550, 196 
S.E.2d at 756-57. Defendants’ motion to quash the warrants was 
allowed because the town ordinance which prohibited the possession 
of an open beer in public places was in conflict with the general statu- 
tory laws of North Carolina, which allowed possession of malt bever- 
ages and unfortified wine by eighteen-year-old consumers “without 
restriction or regulation.” Jd. at 554, 196 S.E.2d at 758-59. When the 
issue came before this Court, it looked to the “purpose” and “intent” 
of the pertinent statute: 


“to establish a uniform system of control over the sale, purchase 
... Of intoxicating liquors ... to insure, as far as possible, the 
proper administration of this Chapter under a uniform system 
throughout the State.” 


Id. at 553, 196 S.E.2d at 758 (quoting N.C.G.S. § 18A-1 (1975)) (empha- 
sis added). This Court concluded that the General Assembly had 
shown by this language an intent to prevent local governments from 
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enacting ordinances regulating malt beverages. Jd. at 554, 196 S.E.2d 
at 759. The ordinance at issue was determined to be inconsistent with 
state law because (1) it made unlawful something that state law held 
to be lawful, and (2) the ordinance purported to regulate within a 
field where the General Assembly had provided a “complete and 
integrated regulatory scheme.” /d. 


Similarly, in Greene v. City of Winston-Salem, 287 N.C. 66, 218 
S.E.2d 231 (1975), this Court found upon review of an ordinance 
enacted by the City of Winston-Salem that there was a legislative 
intent to preempt. The City of Winston-Salem enacted an ordinance 
which required sprinkler systems in high-rise buildings. Jd. at 67, 
213 S.E.2d at 232. The City referred to a state law which required 
sprinkler systems in certain buildings in support of its argument that 
state law did not give the State Building Code Council sole regulatory 
authority in the area. Id. at 75, 213 S.E.2d at 237. This Court noted 
that the General Assembly does not have to delegate all or sole 
authority in the particular regulatory field to one state agency in 
order to establish that there is a “complete and integrated regulatory 
scheme.” Id. 


There are two components to the statewide swine farm regula- 
tions found in the North Carolina General Statutes, the “Swine Farm 
Siting Act” and the “Animal Waste Management Systems.” In examin- 
ing each of these, we will look to any statement of “purpose” and 
“intent” in an effort to determine if the General Assembly has created 
a “complete and integrated systern” for swine farm regulation in the 
state. 


The Swine Farm Siting Act, N.C.G.S. §§ 106-800 to -805 (2001), 
governs the placement of swine farms and lagoons, and provides in 
its section designated “Purpose” the following: 


[C]ertain limitations on the siting of swine houses and lagoons for 
swine farms can assist in the development of pork production, 
which contributes to the economic development of the State, by 
lessening the interference with the use and enjoyment of adjoin- 
ing property. 


N.C.G.S. § 106-801. This expression of intent is significant in that it 
notes pork production is important to the economic stability of the 
state, yet recognizes that adjoining landowners have a right to the use 
and enjoyment of their land. This stated intent also shows that the 
General Assembly was trying to reach a balance between two very 
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important interests, the economy of North Carolina and the right of a 
landowner to enjoy his land with minimal interference. If each of 
North Carolina’s one hundred counties is free to create its own par- 
ticularized regulations for swine farms, the overall balance which the 
General Assembly has reached within a uniform plan for the entire 
state will be lost. The result could well be that the rights of adjacent 
landowners in each individual county would be substantially elevated 
above the rights of swine farmers to workable, nonexcessive regula- 
tions. Swine farms would be forced to comply with both state and 
county regulations. Furthermore, a swine farmer with a large farm 
that crossed the boundaries of one or more counties in North 
Carolina conceivably would have to conform the farm to the regula- 
tions established by various counties and those established by the 
state. Ultimately, such farms could be forced to adapt to differing, 
even conflicting, regulations. Any such dual regulation would present 
an excessive burden on swine farmers and the pork production indus- 
try as a whole. 


The Animal Waste Management Systems component of the 
statewide regulations, N.C.G.S. §§ 148-215.10A to -215.10M (2001) 
(§ 143-215.10C altered in 1999; § 148-215.10B altered in 2001), pro- 
vides in pertinent part: “It is the intention of the State to promote a 
cooperative and coordinated approach to animal waste management 
among the agencies of the State.” N.C.G.S. § 148-215.10A (emphasis 
added). This unequivocal statement makes it clear that the purpose 
for creating these statutes was to regulate animal waste management 
at the state level. If each county were allowed to enact its own waste 
management guidelines, there could be no statewide “coordinated 
approach.” Notably also, the agencies designated to implement the 
Animal Waste Management Systems statutes are exclusively state 
agencies. N.C.G.S. §§ 143-215.10A to -215.10M (permitting, inspection, 
and enforcement are vested in the Division of Water Quality, while the 
Soil and Water Conservation Commission is in charge of designating 
the technical specialists responsible for inspecting the waste man- 
agement plans). The expression of intent further provides that one of 
the goals of the Act is “minimizing the regulatory burden.” N.C.G.S. 
§ 143-215.10A. Certainly, the stated goal of limiting or minimizing the 
burden of the regulatory scheme for waste management systems on 
swine farms would not be attainable if counties could impose addi- 
tional burdens on swine farmers to comply with varying regulations. 


Thus, from our review of the expressed “purpose” and “intent” of 
the Swine Farm Siting Act and the Animal Waste Management 
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statutes, we conclude that these two components of North Carolina’s 
swine farm regulations show an intention to cover the entire field of 
swine farm regulation in North Carolina. 


In addition to the General Assembly’s express statements of “pur- 
pose” and provisions reflecting “intent” in enacting North Carolina’s 
swine farm regulations, we consider the breadth and scope of the 
applicable general statutes in determining whether the overall regu- 
latory scheme was designed to be preemptive. 


The General Assembly has provided for extensive regulation of 
swine farms in North Carolina. The Swine Farm Siting Act is appli- 
cable to tracts of land raising 250 or more swine® and establishes 
siting requirements for swine houses’ and lagoons? in relation to sur- 
rounding areas. N.C.G.S. § 106-803(a). Swine houses and lagoons 
must be located at least 1,500 feet away from an occupied residence; 
2,500 feet away from a school, hospital, or church; and 500 feet away 
from “any property boundary” or “well supplying water to a public 
water system.” N.C.G.S. § 106-803(a)(1) -(4). The setback require- 
ments where waste has been applied to the land on the farm provide 
that the land must be at least 75 feet away from perennial streams, 
rivers, or any property boundary containing an occupied residence. 
N.C.G.S. § 106-803(a1). 


The Swine Farm Siting Act provides for enforcement of its 
requirements by establishing who is in a position to enforce the Act; 
what kinds of relief are available; and the possibility of obtaining 
court costs, attorneys’ fees, and expert witnesses’ costs. N.C.G.S. 
§ 106-804. The Swine Farm Siting Act’s setback distances from any 
occupied residence, school, hospital, or church can be avoided com- 
pletely if the farm owner gets the written permission of the adjacent 
landowner and records it with the county Register of Deeds. N.C.G.S. 
§ 106-803(b). The Swine Farm Siting Act also requires that before 
locating or constructing a swine farm with 250 or more swine, proper 
notice must be given to any county where the farm is to be located; 
adjoining property owners; owners of property across a street, road, 


6. The Swine Farm Siting Act applies to a “swine farm,” and N.C.G.S. § 106-802(5) 
defines a swine farm as “a tract of land devoted to raising 250 or more animals of the 
porcine species.” 


7. “{A] building that shelters porcine animals on a continuous basis.” N.C.G.S. 
§ 106-802(6). 


8. “[A] confined body of water to hold animal byproducts including bodily waste 
from animals or a mixture of waste with feed, bedding, litter or other agricultural ma- 
terials.” N.C.G.S. § 106-802(1). 
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or highway from the farm; and the local health department. N.C.G.S. 
§ 106-805. Proper notice requires service by certified mail and 
must include, in part: the address of the local Soil and Water 
Conservation District office, the name and address of the techni- 
cal specialist that prepared the farm’s proposed waste management 
plan, and the proposed design capacity of the animal waste manage- 
ment system. Id. 


The Animal Waste Management Systems component regulates 
swine farms even more extensively than the Swine Farm Siting Act. 
The Animal Waste Management Systems component creates a “per- 
mitting program” which requires swine farm owners to obtain a per- 
mit before constructing or operating any waste management system. 
N.C.G.S. § 148-215.10C(a). An “animal waste management system” is 
defined as practices “that provide for the collection, treatment, stor- 
age, or land application of animal waste.” N.C.G.S. § 1438-215.10B(3). 
To obtain the necessary permit, swine farm owners must submit to 
the EMC their waste management system plan, which has been 
approved by a technical specialist. N.C.G.S. § 143-215.10C(d). The 
Animal Waste Management Systems has detailed specifications as 
to how each farm’s animal waste management system shall be 
designed, constructed and operated so as to prevent pollution. 
N.C.G.S. § 143-215.10C. It also provides a time limit upon which the 
EMC must approve or deny the permit after a new permit has been 
applied for or a renewal permit is sought. N.C.G.S. § 1438-215.10C(c). 
In the event the EMC does not act in the required ninety days, the 
permit is considered to be approved. Jd. The Animal Waste 
Management Systems component provides an extensive list of 
necessary parts for all animal waste management plans, such as pro- 
visions regarding periodic testing of waste products used on the farm 
as nutrient sources and a checklist of potential odor sources and 
management practices which are designed to minimize the source of 
the odor. N.C.G.S. § 143-125.10C(e). Any established swine farm 
waste management plan must require at least annual testing of the 
soil at crop sites where the waste has been applied to the land. 
N.C.G.S. § 143-215.10C(e)(6). 


We conclude from the foregoing specifications that North 
Carolina’s swine farm regulations, the Swine Farm Siting Act and the 
Animal Waste Management Systems statutes are so comprehensive in 
scope that the General Assembly must have intended that they com- 
prise a “complete and integrated regulatory scheme” on a statewide 
basis, thus leaving no room for further local regulation. 
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Turning now to the Health Board Rules enacted by the Chatham 
County Board of Health, we note that they contain more stringent 
rules than those established in the EMC regulations. However, 
N.C.G.8S. § 130A-39 specifically grants local boards of health the 
power to enact rules which are more strict when they are “required to 
protect the public health.” N.C.G.S. § 180A-39(b). In an effort to pro- 
tect the environment, the EMC has created a system of permitting and 
inspection which regulates waste management systems on farms, 
including swine farms of more than 250 swine. See 15A NCAC 2H 
.0217(a)(1)(A) (Sept. 2001). 


The pertinent EMC regulation, 15 NCAC 2H .0217 (Rule .0217), 
outlines the procedure for the proper development of an approved 
waste management plan. The procedure requires the plan to be certi- 
fied by a technical specialist certifying that the practices established 
in the plan meet the applicable minimal standards for a waste man- 
agement plan. Rule .0217(a)(1)(H)(i)-Gi). Rule .0217(a)(1)(A) (ii) 
provides the time when approval of the waste management system 
must be obtained for new farms, before any animals are stocked, and 
for expanding farms, before any of the additional animals are added. 
Rule .0217 also contains established buffers, such as the requirement 
that ponds or lagoons must be located at least one-hundred feet from 
perennial waters. 15A NCAC 2H .0217(a)(1)(H)(vi). 


The EMC permitting regulation also has an established set of 
guidelines which must be followed when a farm has a change in own- 
ership. 15A NCAC 2H .0217(a)(1)(ED(xii). The new owner must pro- 
vide written notification to the Division of Environmental 
Management (DEM) of the Departrnent of Environment, Health, and 
Natural Resources within sixty days of obtaining ownership. /d. The 
new owner must also assure the DEM that he has read the waste man- 
agement plan established for the farm, that he understands it, and 
that he will continue to ensure that it is implemented. /d. Rule .0217 
also provides for its enforcement. 15A NCAC 2H .0217(e). When there 
is a willful failure to comply with the EMC permitting regulation, Rule 
.0217, the Secretary of the Environment, Health, and Natural 
Resources can assess both fines and penalties. Jd. 


The General Assembly may provide directly for specific state- 
wide regulation, as noted above, and it may delegate regulatory 
authority to local agencies under sufficient guidelines, as provided in 
N.C.G.S. § 130A-39(b). However, county commissioners and local 
boards of health have no authority under the provisions of N.C.G:S. 
§ 130A-39(b) to superimpose additional regulations without specific 
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reasons clearly applicable to a local health need. The Health Board 
Rules make the bare assertion that “in some areas, rules more strin- 
gent than those of the Environmental Management Commission are 
required in order to protect the public health.” The Health Board, 
however, does not provide any rationale or basis for making the 
restrictions in Chatham County more rigorous than those applicable 
to and followed by the rest of the state. 


The Health Board Rules require that “[n]o person shall construct 
or expand a swine farm in Chatham County without having a swine 
farm Construction/Expansion permit” for 250 or more swine. 
However, the EMC permitting regulation already requires that 
swine farms with waste management facilities supporting 250 or 
more swine get “permits for construction or operation.” 154A NCAC 
2H .0217(a). The Health Board Rules provide procedures for handling 
a change in ownership of the swine farm, while the EMC already 
addresses this issue, as above set forth. In fact, the EMC rule is very | 
specific and thorough on the issue of a change in ownership. The 
Health Board Rules establish setbacks which establish minimal dis- 
tances for new, existing or expanding swine farms in relation to “res- 
idences that are either occupied or listed for rent or sale, nursing 
homes, child care centers, [and] office buildings.” The setback dis- 
tances are imposed according to the size of the swine farm’s “animal 
waste management system,” increasing the setback distance with 
larger systems ranging from 2,500 to 5,500 feet.? The setback dis- 
tances incorporated into the EMC rule require 1,500 feet from an 
occupied residence and 2,500 feet from any school, hospital, national 
or state park, or church.!9 The difference between the setback dis- 
tances established by the Health Board Rules and those set by the 
EMC is that the Health Board Rules are more stringent. It is apparent 
that Chatham County enacted its Health Board Rules in an effort to 
place more stringent regulations on swine farmers and has done so 
without any showing that such regulations are “required to protect 
the public health,” as specified by N.C.G.S. § 180A-39(b). This we hold 
is impermissible. 


9. These buffer distances are not the applicable standard when the building or 
home has “come to the nuisance,” wherein the swine farm existed before the building 
or home. 


10. The EMC incorporates provisions of the Field Office Technical Guide. 
The Field Office Technical Guide refers to N.C.G.S. §§ 106-801 to -805, a portion of 
the Swine Farm Siting Act, as establishing the proper standard for setback distances. 
See Natural Resources Service Conservation Practice Standard, Code 425, at 3 (Sept. 
1996). 
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When we look at the Swine Farm Siting Act, the Animal Waste 
Management Systems statutes, and the EMC’s regulation together, as 
parts of an overall scheme, we conclude that the Swine Ordinance 
and the Health Board Rules are incompatible with state law in that 
they purport to regulate a field in which the State has provided a 
“complete and integrated regulatory scheme’ to the exclusion of local 
regulation. We therefore affirm the Court of Appeals in this regard. 


[2] We next address the issue of the ordinance to amend the Zoning 
Ordinance, which is before us upon plaintiffs’ petition for discre- 
tionary review as to an additional issue. Plaintiffs contend the Court 
of Appeals erred in upholding the Zoning Ordinance. We agree. 


“Counties have no inherent authority to enact zoning ordi- 
nances.” Jackson v. Guilford Cty. Bd. of Adjust., 275 N.C. 155, 162, 
166 S.E.2d 78, 83 (1969). N.C.G.S. § 153A-340 is the statutory grant of 
power which provides counties with the authority to zone. There is, 
however, a specific limitation on this grant of power as it relates to 
swine farms: 


A county may adopt zoning regulations governing swine farms 
served by animal waste management systems having a design 
capacity of 600,000 pounds steady state live weight (SSLW) or 
greater provided that the zoning regulations may not have the 
effect of excluding swine farms served by an animal waste man- 
agement system having a design capacity of 600,000 pounds 
SSLW or greater from the entire zoning jurisdiction. 


N.C.G.S. § 153A-340(b)(3) (2001). 


The Zoning Ordinance, as amended, enacted by Chatham County 
requires all swine farms served by an animal waste management sys- 
tem having a design capacity of 600,000 pounds SSLW or greater, 
regardless of the actual number of swine, to be located in either a 
“Light” or “Heavy Industrial” district. The Zoning Ordinance further 
compels applicants to obtain a Construction/Expansion permit “as 
required by the [Swine Ordinance].” 


Plaintiffs contend that in light of the Court of Appeals’ determi- 
nation that the Swine Ordinance is invalid, the Zoning Ordinance’s 
express incorporation of the Swine Ordinance causes the Zoning 
Ordinance to fail as well. Specifically, plaintiffs argue that state pre- 
emption of the Swine Ordinance, as it is incorporated in the Zoning 
Ordinance, invalidates the Zoning Ordinance. 
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The Zoning Ordinance is not per se invalid. However, in this case, 
as written, the Zoning Ordinance cannot stand. 


The sole restriction on zoning swine farms is that they “may 
not have the effect of excluding swine farms served by. an animal 
waste management system having a design capacity of 600,000 
pounds SSLW or greater from the entire zoning jurisdiction.” N.C.G.S. 
§ 153A-340(b)(3). Chatham County’s Zoning Ordinance does not 
exclude all farms with an animal waste management system of 
600,000 SSLW or greater, but merely restricts these farms to “Light” or 
“Heavy Industrial” districts within the county. The Zoning Ordinance 
complies with the restrictions established in section 153A-340(b)(83). 


However, the requirement in the Zoning Ordinance that the ap- 
plicant must have a Construction/Expansion permit obtained through 
compliance with the Swine Ordinance proves to be fatal. The Zoning 
Ordinance requires compliance with only a portion of the Swine 
Ordinance; however, that specific portion of the Swine Ordinance 
requires compliance with all other sections of the Swine Ordinance, 
to the extent the other sections are applicable to swine farms. 


As we noted above, the Swine Ordinance cannot stand because it 
seeks to impose regulations on swine farmers where the State has 
shown an intent to cover the field of swine farm regulation. The 
Zoning Ordinance’s attempt to incorporate the Swine Ordinance pre- 
vents us from sustaining its validity. Accordingly, we conclude that 
the Zoning Ordinance’s incorporation of the Swine Ordinance invali- 
dates the Zoning Ordinance. 


[3] As to defendants’ third issue, whether the Board of Health may 
regulate swine farms under N.C.G.S. § 130A-39 upon considerations 
other than health, we hold it may not for the reasons hereinabove set 
forth. 


Upon the foregoing, the decision of the Court of Appeals is 
affirmed in part and reversed in part. 


AFFIRMED IN PART; REVERSED IN PART. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. JONATHAN EARL LEEPER 


No. 256A00 
(Filed 28 June 2002) 


1. Evidence— character—reference to previous experience 
with Miranda warnings—not prejudicial 
There was no prejudice in a first-degree murder and armed 
robbery prosecution from a reference in an officer’s testimony to 
defendant’s previous experience with Miranda warnings because 
defendant acknowledged shooting both victims. 


2. Homicide— short-form indictments—firearms enhance- 
ment holding 
The firearms enhancement holding in State v. Lucas, 353 N.C. 
568, does not conflict with the North Carolina Supreme Court's 
holdings on short-form murder indictments. 


3. Sentencing— capital—use of juvenile adjudications—effec- 
tive date 
A 1992 juvenile adjudication could be used as an aggravating 
circumstance for first-degree murder even though defendant con- 
tended that the amendments concerning confidentiality of juve- 
nile records and allowing the use of juvenile adjudications per- 
tained only to offenses committed on or after 1 May 1994. The 
effective date of the amendments pertain to sentencing for crimes 
committed on or after that date, not to the date of the prior adju- 
dications. N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3). 


4. Sentencing— capital—evidence—circumstances of prior 
conviction 
There was no error in the sentencing phase of a capital pros- 
ecution for first-degree murder in the introduction of evidence 
that defendant had obtained a gun used in a prior robbery from a 
purse stolen two days before the prior robbery. Although defend- 
ant contended that this evidence was beyond the scope of 
N.C.G.S. § 7B-3000(f), the State in a capital sentencing proceeding 
is entitled to prove the circumstances of prior convictions and is 
not limited to the record of the conviction. 
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5. Sentencing— capital—aggravating circumstances—instruc- 
tions—course of conduct 


The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding 
for a 1996 murder in its instruction on the course of conduct 
aggravating circumstance where defendant contended that the 
instruction permitted the jury to consider a 1992 juvenile adjudi- 
cation and a 1992 purse snatching. One may not reasonably infer 
that a juror would stretch “on or about” to encompass a span of 
over four years. Moreover, the court instructed the jurors that the 
juvenile acts introduced to support the prior violent felony cir- 
cumstance could not be used as the basis for the course of con- 
duct circumstance. 


6. Constitutional Law— ex post facto prohibition—use of 
juvenile adjudication in capital sentencing 


The use of juvenile adjudications as an aggravating circum- 
stance does not violate ex post facto prohibitions. 


7. Sentencing— capital—death sentences not disproportionate 


Sentences of death imposed upon defendant for two first- 
degree murders were not disproportionate where defendant was 
convicted on the basis of premeditation and deliberation and 
under the felony murder rule; the jury found as aggravating cir- 
cumstances that defendant had previously been adjudicated 
delinquent in a juvenile proceeding for an offense that would 
have been a felony involving violence to the person had de- 
fendant been an adult, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(5), and that 
the murders were part of a violent course of conduct, N.C.G:S. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(11); either of the statutory aggravating circum- 
stances, standing alone, have been held sufficient to support a 
sentence of death; defendant planned to rob the first victim, shot 
the victim as he was driving his vehicle and immediately fled the 
scene; only a short time later, defendant targeted the second vic- 
tim, shot him and robbed him of a large amount of cash; and 
defendant offered no help to the victims. 


Appeal as of right pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-27(a) from judgments 
imposing sentences of death entered by Caldwell, J., on 22 February 
2000 in Superior Court, Mecklenburg County, upon jury verdicts find- 
ing defendant guilty of two counts of first-degree murder. On 30 May 
2001, the Supreme Court allowed defendant’s motion to bypass the 
Court of Appeals as to his appeal of additional judgments. Heard in 
the Supreme Court 11 February 2002. 
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Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Ellen B. Scouten, Special 
Deputy Attorney General, for the State. 


Staples Hughes, Appellate Defender, by Benjamin Dowling- 
Sendor, Assistant Appellate Defender, for defendant-appellant. 


BUTTERFIELD, Justice. 


On 30 March 1998, defendant was indicted for the first-degree 
murders of Travis James Flowe and Clayton Eugene Foster, robbery 
with a dangerous weapon, and attempted robbery with a dangerous 
weapon. On 25 April 1998, defendant was also indicted for conspiracy 
to commit robbery with a dangerous weapon. Defendant was tried 
capitally before a jury at the 19 January 2000 session of Superior 
Court, Mecklenburg County. The jury found defendant guilty of both 
murders on the basis of premeditation and deliberation and under the 
felony murder rule. The jury also found defendant guilty of conspir- 
acy to commit robbery with a dangerous weapon, robbery with a dan- 
gerous weapon, and attempted robbery with a dangerous weapon. 
Following a capital sentencing proceeding, the jury recommended a 
sentence of death for each of the first-degree murder convictions. On 
22 February 2000, the trial court sentenced defendant accordingly. 
The trial court also sentenced defendant to terms of imprisonment to 
be served concurrent with the sentences of death but consecutive to 
each other as follows: 77 to 102 months’ imprisonment for the 
robbery with a dangerous weapon conviction, 77 to 102 months’ 
imprisonment for the attempted robbery with a dangerous weapon 
conviction, and 29 to 44 months’ imprisonment for the conspiracy 
to commit robbery with a dangerous weapon conviction. Defend- 
ant appealed his sentence of death to this Court as of right. On 30 
May 2001, this Court allowed defendant’s motion to bypass the 
Court of Appeals as to his appeal of the noncapital convictions and 
judgments. 


At trial, the State’s evidence tended to show that in the early 
morning hours of 18 April 1996, defendant was driving around 
Charlotte, North Carolina, with two men, defendant’s cousin Laquette 
Kelly and a man Lamont (last name unknown), and two women, 
Shakena Billings and Krashana Davis. Billings drove the group to a 
Bi-Lo grocery on Freedom Drive. The group had previously discussed 
robbing someone. Defendant went over to a taxi and asked the driver, 
Travis Flowe, for a ride. Defendant was armed with a .380-caliber 
Lorcin pistol. As agreed upon earlier, the other individuals followed 
the cab in which defendant was traveling. Defendant pointed the pis- 
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tol at Flowe and told him to “[g]ive up the goods.” Defendant stated 
that Flowe “flinched” or “jumped.” Defendant fired his pistol at Flowe 
multiple times and jumped out of the taxi while the taxi was still mov- 
ing. The taxi crashed into a tree. Defendant joined the others in the 
other vehicle. He did not take anything from Flowe. Flowe died as a 
result of gunshot wounds to his lung and aorta. 


As the group drove back to the Springfield neighborhood, where 
defendant then lived, they spotted a known drug dealer, Clayton 
Foster, at a car wash pay phone. Billings stated, “That’s a lick [rob- 
bery].” Defendant told Billings to turn around and return to the car 
wash. Billings parked the car at a bank across the street. Defendant 
left the car and walked up to Foster, gesturing that he wanted to buy 
some marijuana from Foster. Foster shook his head, indicating he had 
none to sell or did not want to sell defendant marijuana. Defendant 
turned and shouted Foster’s name. Foster began to run. Defendant 
fired his pistol at Foster several times. Foster died of multiple gun- 
shot wounds. 


Defendant drove Foster’s vehicle across the street to the bank. 
Kelly joined defendant in Foster’s vehicle, and the others followed 
them to Clanton Park. Defendant removed a pistol and rifle from 
Foster’s vehicle and put them in the other vehicle. Defendant also 
took Foster’s jacket. The group then returned to the area of the car 
wash. Defendant found Foster lying on his stomach in one of the car 
wash bays. Defendant removed Foster's wallet from his back right 
pocket and found a large sum of cash. The wallet, which defendant 
took with him, was later determined to contain ten thousand dollars. 
Defendant gave the two females three to four hundred dollars each 
and told them not to tell anyone about the shootings and robbery. 
Defendant hid the rifle and sold the pistols. 


More than a year later, in May 1997, Charlotte-Mecklenburg law 
enforcement officers received information about the shootings. In 
December 1997, law enforcement officers spoke with the two females 
involved. On 16 March 1998, defendant confessed to both murders 
while being interviewed by law enforcement officers. 


GUILT-INNOCENCE 


[1] In his first assignment of error, defendant contends that the trial 
court erred in overruling his objection to a portion of a law enforce- 
ment officer’s testimony in which the officer referred to defend- 
ant’s previous experience with Miranda warnings. The record reveals 
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the following colloquy between Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police De- 
partment Investigator R.G. Buening and the prosecutor: 


Q. At that point did you start to basically talk to him about what 
you had him there for at the police department? 


A. That’s correct. 
Q. Explain to us how you started that procedure with him. 


A. I informed Mr. Leeper that myself and Investigator Jackson 
wanted to talk to him about some crimes that had occurred in 
Charlotte that we believed he was involved in. 


Q. And—go ahead; I’m sorry. 


A. And at that point I advised Mr. Leeper that I needed to advise 
him of his Miranda Rights, at which time I began advising Mr. 
Leeper of his Miranda Rights according to the U.S. Constitution. 
And I asked Mr. Leeper if he had ever been advised of his Miranda 
Rights in the past. 


Q. And what if any response did you get? 


A. In response to that question Mr. Leeper indicated that he esti- 
mated that he had been advised of his rights— 


Ms. ATKINS: Objection. 
THE CourRT: Overruled. 
Q. Go ahead. 


A. Mr. Leeper in response, again, indicated that he estimated that 
he had been advised of his rights six times prior to this date. 


Q. Did you have any form at the time that the police department 
used to advise a suspect of their rights? 


A. Yes, ma’am. There’s a standard Miranda, a waiver of rights 
form that the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department uses. 


Very similar testimony had been given earlier during voir dire when 
the prosecutor was establishing the voluntariness of the confession 
for purposes of admissibility. Defendant argues that the testimony 
given by Investigator Buening regarding defendant having previously 
been given Miranda warnings was an attempt by the prosecutor to 
introduce evidence of defendant’s character. The State argues that the 
evidence was offered for the purpose of proving the credibility of the 
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confession. Defendant contends that this evidence amounted to 
prejudicial error for which he is entitled to a new trial. 


“The ultimate test of the admissibility of a confession is whether 
the statement was in fact voluntarily and understandingly made.” 
State v. Davis, 305 N.C. 400, 419, 290 S.E.2d 574, 586 (1982), quoted 
in State v. Fernandez, 346 N.C. 1, 10, 484 S.E.2d 350, 356 (1997). This 
Court has established that “[t]he State has the burden of showing by 
a preponderance of the evidence that the defendant made a knowing 
and intelligent waiver of his rights and that his statement was volun- 
tary.” State v. Thibodeaux, 341 N.C. 53, 58, 459 S.E.2d 501, 505 (1995). 
Whether the confession was voluntarily made is a question of law, and 
the trial judge is not required to submit the issue of voluntariness to 
the jury. State v. Barnett, 307 N.C. 608, 622-23, 300 S.E.2d 340, 347-48 
(1983). 


In State v. Walker, 266 N.C. 269, 145 S.E.2d 833 (1966), this Court 
stated, “If admitted in evidence, it is for the jury to determine whether 
the statements referred to in the testimony of the witness were in fact 
made by the defendant and the weight, if any, to be given such state- 
ments if made.” Id. at 273, 145 S.E.2d at 836. The United States 
Supreme Court has stated that “the circumstances surrounding the 
taking of a confession can be highly relevant to two separate inquires, 
one legal and one factual. Crane v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 683, 688, 90 
L. Ed. 2d 636, 644 (1986). In addition to the legal issue of voluntari- 
ness to be decided by a trial judge, the Supreme Court has stated that 
“the physical and psychological environment that yielded the confes- 
sion can also be of substantial relevance to the ultimate factual issue 
of the defendant’s guilt or innocence.” Jd. at 689, 90 L. Ed. 2d at 644. 
Therefore, the factual issue of credibility for a jury’s consideration 
stands apart from the issue of voluntariness that is decided as a ques- 
tion of law by a trial judge. 


We note that defendant acknowledged shooting both victims and 
did so consistent with this Court’s requirements under State v. 
Harbison, 315 N.C. 175, 337 S.E.2d 504 (1985), cert. denied, 476 U.S. 
1123, 90 L. Ed. 2d 672 (1986). Assuming arguendo that defendant is 
correct in his contentions and that the prosecutor’s question was not 
relevant, any error was harmless error beyond a reasonable doubt. 
See N.C.G.S. § 15A-1443(b) (2001). Therefore, we overrule this assign- 
ment of error. 


[2] In another assignment of error, defendant raises the short-form 
indictment issue and acknowledges that this Court has previously 
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held contrary to his position on this issue. Defendant suggests that 
State v. Lucas, 353 N.C. 568, 548 S.E.2d 712 (2001), may conflict with 
our prior holdings on this issue. We do not believe that the portion of 
the Lucas holding addressing seritencing pursuant to a firearm 
enhancement statute, upon which defendant relies, is pertinent to a 
first-degree murder case that is tried capitally. Therefore, we find 
no compelling reason to depart from our prior holdings and overrule 
this assignment of error. 


SENTENCING 


By another assignment of error, defendant contends that the 
trial court erred by: (1) allowing the State to introduce a large 
amount of evidence about defendant’s juvenile criminal activity in 
1992; (2) by submitting the aggravating circumstance contained in 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(8) based on defendant’s juvenile adjudication 
for armed robbery in 1992; and (3) by giving instructions on N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(11), which permitted the jury to base its finding of the 
course of conduct aggravation circumstance on defendant's 1992 
juvenile adjudication. We disagree. 


[3] Defendant argues that the 1992 juvenile adjudication for armed 
robbery could not be used to submit the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(8) 
aggravating circumstance because the 1994 amendment to N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(3) pertains only to “offenses” committed on or after 
1 May 1994. Defendant’s reading of the amending Act’s effective 
date provision is incorrect. N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(8) provides as 
follows: 


The defendant had been previously convicted of a felony involv- 
ing the use or threat of violence to the person or had been previ- 
ously adjudicated delinquent in a juvenile proceeding for com- 
mitting an offense that would be a Class A, Bl, B2, C, D, or E 
felony involving the use or threat of violence to the person if the 
offense had been committed by an adult. 


N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3) (2001). Section 7 of the amending Act reads 
as follows: 


Section 6 of this act becomes effective on the date that G.S. 
15A-1340.16 becomes effective and applies to offenses com- 
mitted on or after that date. The remainder of this act becomes 
effective May 1, 1994. Sections 1, 2, 4, and 5 of this act apply to 
offenses committed on or after that date. Section 3 of this act 
applies to trials begun on or after that date. 
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Act of Mar. 8, 1994, ch. 7, sec. 7, 1993 N.C. Sess. Laws (Extra Sess. 
1994) 10, 14. Defendant contends that the term “offenses” is ambigu- 
ous and could refer to the offense for which a defendant is being sen- 
tenced, the prior offense to be used as an aggravating circumstance 
under N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3), or both the murder and the prior 
offense. 


Defendant’s arguments concerning ambiguity and statutory con- 
struction are unpersuasive. There is no ambiguity in section 7 of the 
Act. Section 7 sets the effective date for the various sections within 
the Act. Section 5, which amended N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3), became 
effective on 1 May 1994 and applied to all capital offenses committed 
on or after that date. Defendant questions the legislature’s use of the 
word “offenses” rather than a more specific word such as “murder.” 
In addition to amending N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3), the Act amended 
statutes dealing with the sentencing of other crimes. By using the 
word “offenses,” the legislature referred to all crimes subject to sen- 
tencing under the Act. The effective date pertains to the use of the 
prior adjudications in sentencing for crimes committed on or after 1 
May 1994 and not to the date of the prior adjudications themselves. 


Defendant also contends, in this same assignment of error, that 
the trial court erred in allowing evidence surrounding defendant’s 
1992 juvenile adjudication for armed robbery. Defendant argues that 
the same ambiguity applies to the confidentiality of juvenile records. 
The predecessor to N.C.G.S. § 7B-3000, which deals with the confi- 
dentiality of juvenile records, was N.C.G.S. § 7A-675. In the same act 
that amended N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3), the legislature amended 
N.C.G.S. § 7A-675 to allow juvenile records to be examined and used 
in subsequent criminal proceedings. Applying the same analysis as 
used above, the use of juvenile records pertains to the use of the prior 
adjudications in sentencing for crimes committed on or after 1 May 
1994 and not to the date of the prior adjudications themselves. 


[4] In this same assignment of error, defendant contends that evi- 
dence, indicating that defendant had obtained the gun he used in the 
1992 armed robbery by taking it from a purse he stole two days prior 
to the robbery was beyond the scope of N.C.G.S. § 7B-3000(f). 
Defendant has cited no authority for this argument other than to con- 
tend that introducing the evidence violated N.C.G.S. § 7B-3000(f) and 
was highly prejudicial. This Court has held that “the State is entitled 
to present witnesses in the penalty phase of the trial to prove the cir- 
cumstances of prior convictions and is not limited to the introduction 
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of evidence of the record of conviction.” State v. Roper, 328 N.C. 337, 
365, 402 S.E.2d 600, 616, cert. denied, 502 U.S. 902, 116 L. Ed. 2d 2382 
(1991). We find defendant’s argument unpersuasive. 


[5] Defendant, in this same assignment of error, contends that 
the trial court erred in instructing the jury on the N.C.GS. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(11) aggravating circumstance. Defendant argues that 
the instruction permitted the jury to consider defendant’s 1992 
juvenile adjudication and defendant’s 1992 purse snatching as evi- 
dence to support this course of conduct aggravating circumstance. 
We do not agree. The trial court gave virtually the identical instruc- 
tion regarding the course of conduct aggravating circumstance as to 
each murder: | 


Now, Members of the Jury, a murder is a part of such course of 
conduct if you find from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt 
that in addition to killing the victim, in this case the victim 
Clayton Eugene Foster, the defendant on or about the alleged 
date was engaged in a course of conduct which involved the com- 
mission of another crime of violence against another person, and 
that this or these other crimes were included in the same course 
of conduct in which the killing of the victim Clayton Eugene 
Foster was also a part, you would find this aggravating circum- 
stance, and would so indicate by having your foreperson write, 
Yes, in the space after this aggravating circumstance on the Issues 
and Recommendation form. 


One may not reasonably infer that a juror would stretch the phrase 
“on or about” to encompass a span of over four years in order to find 
this aggravator. 


Additionally, after setting out the aggravators as to each case, the 
trial court instructed the jurors that they could not use the same evi- 
dence as a basis for finding more than one aggravating circumstance. 
This instruction clarified that the juvenile acts introduced in support 
of the (e)(3) aggravating circumstance could not be used as a basis 
for finding the (e)(11) aggravating circumstance. There is no merit in 
defendant's argument. 


[6] Defendant also contends that the use of juvenile adjudications as 
an aggravating circumstance violates the ex post facto prohibitions of 
the United States and North Carolina Constitutions. For the reasons 
set forth in State v. Wiley, 355 N.C. 592, 624-27, 565 S.E.2d 22, 44-46 
(2002), we find these arguments to be without merit. The trial court 
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properly admitted defendant’s juvenile adjudication records and 
related evidence in support of the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3) aggra- 
vating circumstance, properly submitted the circumstance to the jury, 
and properly instructed the jury on N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11). This 
entire assignment of error is overruled. 


PRESERVATION 


Defendant raises six additional issues for the purpose of permit- 
ting this Court to reexamine its prior holdings and also for the pur- 
pose of preserving these issues for possible further judicial review: 
(1) the trial court erred by denying defendant’s motion to permit voir 
dire of prospective jurors regarding parole eligibility; (2) the trial 
court’s instructions defining the burden of proof applicable to miti- 
gating circumstances violated defendant’s constitutional rights 
because they used the vague term “satisfies”; (3) the trial court 
committed reversible error in its instructions that permitted jurors 
to reject a submitted mitigating circumstance because it had no miti- 
gating value; (4) the trial court committed reversible error in its 
instructions as to the mitigating value of statutory and nonstatu- 
tory mitigating circumstances; (5) the trial court erred in instructing 
that each juror “may,” rather than “must,” consider any mitigating 
circumstances the juror determined to exist when deciding sen- 
tencing Issues Three and Four; and (6) the North Carolina death 
penalty statute is unconstitutional. We have considered defendant’s 
arguments on these issues and find no compelling reason to depart 
from our prior holdings. Therefore, we reject these assignments of 
error. 


PROPORTIONALITY REVIEW 


[7] Finally, this Court has the exclusive statutory duty in capital 
cases to review the record to determine (1) whether the record sup- 
ports the aggravating circumstances found by the jury; (2) whether 
the death sentence was entered under the influence of passion, prej- 
udice, or any other arbitrary factor; and (3) whether the death 
sentence is excessive or disproportionate to the penalty imposed in 
similar cases, considering both the crime and the defendant. N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(d)(2). Having thoroughly reviewed the record, transcripts, 
and briefs in the present case, we conclude that the record fully sup- 
ports the aggravating circumstances found by the jury. We find no evi- 
dence that the sentence of death was imposed under the influence of 
passion, prejudice, or any other arbitrary consideration. Thus, we 
turn to our final statutory duty of proportionality review. 
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In the present case, the jury found defendant guilty of two counts 
of first-degree murder on the basis of premeditation and deliberation 
and under the felony murder rule. At defendant’s capital sentencing 
proceeding, the jury found the existence of the three aggravating cir- 
cumstances submitted for its consideration as to each murder: that 
defendant had been previously adjudicated delinquent in a juvenile 
proceeding for an offense that would have been a felony involving the 
use of or threat of violence to the person had defendant been an 
adult, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3); that the murders were committed 
while defendant was engaged in the commission of attempted rob- 
bery with a firearm (as to victim Flowe) or robbery with a firearm (as 
to victim Foster), N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(5); and that the murders 
were part of a violent course of conduct, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11). 


Three statutory mitigating circumstances, including the catchall, 
were Submitted as to each murder for the jury’s consideration: 
defendant’s capacity to appreciate the criminality of the conduct or to 
conform his conduct to the requirements of law was impaired, 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(6); defendant’s age at the time of the murder, 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(7); and the catchall, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(9). 
Of these, the jury found the existence of only the (f)(9) mitigator for 
each murder. Of the thirty-two identical nonstatutory mitigating cir- 
cumstances submitted by the trial court for consideration in each 
murder, one or more jurors found twenty-nine to exist and have miti- 
gating value. 


The purpose of proportionality review is to “eliminate the possi- 
bility that a person will be sentenced to die by the action of an aber- 
rant jury.” State v. Holden, 321 N.C. 125, 164-65, 362 S.E.2d 513, 537 
(1987), cert. denied, 486 U.S. 1061, 100 L. Ed. 2d 935 (1988). 
Proportionality review also acts “[a]s a check against the capricious 
or random imposition of the death penalty.” State v. Barfield, 298 
N.C. 306, 354, 259 S.E.2d 510, 544 (1979), cert. denied, 448 U.S. 907, 65 
L. Ed. 2d 1137 (1980). “In our proportionality review, we must com- 
pare the present case with other cases in which this Court has ruled 
upon the proportionality issue.” State v. McCollum, 334 N.C. 208, 240, 
433 S.E.2d 144, 162 (1993), cert. denied, 512 U.S. 1254, 129 L. Ed. 2d 
895 (1994). 


We have determined the death penalty to be disproportionate on 
seven occasions. State v. Benson, 323 N.C. 318, 372 S.E.2d 517 (1988); 
State v. Stokes, 319 N.C. 1, 352 S.E.2d 653 (1987); State v. Rogers, 316 
N.C. 203, 341 S.E.2d 713 (1986), overruled on other grounds by State 
v. Gaines, 345 N.C. 647, 483 S.E.2d 896, cert. denied, 522 U.S. 900, 139 
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L. Ed. 2d 177 (1997), and by State v. Vandiver, 321 N.C. 570, 364 
S.E.2d 373 (1988); State v. Young, 312 N.C. 669, 325 S.E.2d 181 (1985); 
State v. Hill, 311 N.C. 465, 319 S.E.2d 163 (1984); State v. Bondurant, 
309 N.C. 674, 309 S.E.2d 170 (1983); State v. Jackson, 309 N.C. 26, 
305 S.E.2d 703 (1983). We conclude that this case is not substantially 
similar to any case in which this Court has found the death penalty 
disproportionate. 


Several characteristics of this case support this conclusion. 
Defendant was convicted of two counts of first-degree murder on 
the basis of premeditation and deliberation and under the felony mur- 
der rule. We have recognized that “a finding of premeditation and 
deliberation indicates ‘a more calculated and cold-blooded crime.’ ” 
State v. Harris, 338 N.C. 129, 161, 449 S.E.2d 371, 387 (1994) (quoting 
State v. Lee, 335 N.C. 244, 297, 489 S.E.2d 547, 575, cert. denred, 513 
U.S. 891, 1380 L. Ed. 2d 162 (1994)), cert. denied, 514 U.S. 1100, 131 
L. Ed. 2d 752 (1995). In none of the cases held disproportionate by 
this Court did the jury find the existence of the (e)(3) aggravating cir- 
cumstance, as the jury did here. The (e)(5) aggravating circumstance 
found by the jury here was also found in Young. However, in only two 
cases has this Court held a death sentence disproportionate despite 
the existence of multiple aggravating circumstances. In Young, 
this Court considered inter alia that the defendant had two accom- 
plices, one of whom “finished” the crime. Young, 312 N.C. at 688, 
325 S.E.2d at 193. By contrast, defendant in the present case had sev- 
eral accomplices who helped defendant only by driving him from 
location to location and handling the property stolen from one of the 
victims. | 


The (e)(11) aggravating circumstance found here by the jury was 
also found in Bondurant and Rogers. In Bondurant, this Court 
weighed the fact that the defendant expressed concern for the vic- 
_tim’s life and remorse for his action by accompanying the victim to 

the hospital. Bondurant, 309 N.C. at 694, 309 S.E.2d at 182-83. In the 
present case, defendant shot both victims and immediately fled the 
scenes. Defendant did return to victim Foster, but only to rob him of 
the approximate ten thousand dollars in cash Foster was carrying. 
After the killings, defendant went to a drug house and slept. In 
Rogers, this Court held that it was not error for the trial court to sub- 
mit the (e)(11) aggravating circumstances where after the defendant 
killed one person, he fired at another person with the intent to kill 
that person. Rogers, 316 N.C. at 234, 341 S.E.2d at 731. Although 
Rogers was found disproportionate, in that case only the (e)(11) 
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aggravating circumstance was submitted. /d. at 236, 341 S.E.2d at 732. 
Here, the (e)(3), (e)(5), and (e)(11) aggravating circumstances were 
submitted to and found by the jury. 


We also consider cases in which this Court has held the death 
penalty proportionate; however, “we will not undertake to discuss 
or cite all of those cases each time we carry out that duty.” 
McCollum, 334 N.C. at 244, 483 S.E.2d at 164. We conclude that 
this case is more similar to cases in which we have found the 
sentence of death proportionate than to those in which we have 
found it disproportionate. 


This Court has “consistently held the death penalty proportionate 
in cases in which the defendant was convicted of killing more than 
one person.” State v. McNeill, 349 N.C. 634, 655, 509 S.E.2d 415, 428 
(1998), cert. denied, 528 U.S. 838, 145 L. Ed. 2d 87 (1999). Further, 
there are four statutory aggravating circumstances that, stand- 
ing alone, this Court has held sufficient to support a sentence of 
death; the (e)(3), (e)(5), and (e)(11) statutory circumstances, which 
the jury found here, are among those four. State v. Bacon, 337 N.C. 
66, 110 n.8, 446 S.E.2d 542, 566 n.8 (1994), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1159, 
130 L. Ed. 2d 1083 (1995). 


In the present case, defendant planned to rob victim Flowe, 
shot the victim as he was driving his vehicle, and then immediately 
fled the scene. Only a short while later, defendant targeted victim 
Foster, shot him, and robbed him of a large amount of cash. 
Defendant offered no help to the victims. The crimes of which 
defendant was convicted and the circumstances under which they 
occurred manifest an egregious disregard for human life. 
Accordingly, we conclude that the sentences of death recommended 
by the jury for the murders and ordered by the trial court are not 
disproportionate. | 


We conciude that defendant received a fair trial and capital 
sentencing proceeding, free from prejudicial error. Accordingly, the 
sentences of death recommended by the jury for the murders are left 
undisturbed. 


NO ERROR. 
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IN THE MATTER OF: KRISTINA TAYLOR LINDSEY PIERCE 


No. 647A01 
(Filed 28 June 2002) 


Termination of Parental Rights— adjudicatory phase—reason- 
able progress within twelve months 


The trial court abused its discretion in a termination of 
parental rights case when it concluded the adjudicatory phase of 
the proceeding by deciding that there were adequate grounds to 
support the DSS petition for termination of a mother’s parental 
rights based on the mother’s alleged failure to make reasonable 
progress within twelve months in correcting those conditions 
which led to the removal of her child as required by N.C.G.S. 
§ 7A-289.32, because: (1) N.C.G.S. § 7A-289.32(3) does not require 

- atrial court to limit relevant evidence of parental progress to that 
which occurs in the initial twelve months of separation, and the 
twelve-month increment envisioned by our lawmakers was within 
twelve months from the time the petition for termination of 
parental rights is filed with the trial court; (2) the evidence tend- 
ing to show that the mother used drugs and/or failed to obtain 
substance abuse treatment is irrelevant for purposes of establish- 
ing the mother’s reasonable progress in correcting those condi- 
tions that led to the removal of her child since the events took 
place or evolved outside the twelve-month period preceding the 
petition for termination; and (8) the relevant evidence pertaining 
to the time frame designated in the statute demonstrates, if any- 
thing, that the mother had indeed made reasonable progress 
under the circumstances in correcting the conditions that led to 
the removal of her child. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 146 N.C. App. 641, 554 S.E.2d 
25 (2001), reversing an order entered 28 December 1999 by Smith 
(John W.), J., in District Court, New Hanover County. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 16 April 2002. 


Julia Talbutt for petitioner-appellant New Hanover County 
Department of Social Services. 


R. Clarke Speaks for respondent-appellee Dawn A. Cole. 


Ruthanne Southworth, Guardian ad Litem, by Attorney 
Advocate Regina Floyd-Davis, appellant. 
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ORR, Justice. 


The New Hanover County Department of Social Services, peti- 
tioner, appeals from a Court of Appeals decision concluding that 
Dawn A. Cole, respondent, had made reasonable progress in correct- 
ing the conditions that led to the removal of her minor child from the 
family home. We affirm. 


This appeal arises out of a dispute between DSS and Ms. Cole 
over the custody of Ms. Cole’s claughter, Kristina Taylor Lindsay 
Pierce. At the time of her birth, on 28 June 1997, Kristina tested posi- 
tive for cocaine. As a result, she was initially placed in the care of her 
paternal grandmother, Linda Weeks. Less than a month later, Ms. 
Weeks informed DSS that because of her advanced age, she could not 
properly care for the child. Kristina was then placed back in the care 
of her natural parents, Ms. Cole and James Pierce. At the time, Ms. 
Cole was participating in a substance treatment program. However, 
just two weeks later, DSS discovered that she had tested positive for 
cocaine at least three times since Kristina was born. 


In August of 1997, a trial court awarded custody of the child to 
DSS, and she was placed in foster care. In October of that same year, 
Mr. Pierce was arrested and imprisoned. Shortly thereafter, Ms. Cole 
moved to Maryland to live with her mother. In June of 1998, Mr. 
Pierce was released from prison. Then, on 4 December 1998, Kristina 
was placed in the custody of Pierce’s first cousin, Wendy Sellers, and 
her husband, Jesse Sellers, in Charlotte, North Carolina. 


In the summer of 1999, DSS petitioned the trial court to terminate 
Ms. Cole’s parental rights to the child. At the time of the hearing, 
which commenced in late October of 1999, Kristina was two and a 
half years old and continued to live with Mr. and Mrs. Sellers. 
Following a two-day inquiry, the trial court ultimately entered an 
order on 28 December 1999 terminating Ms. Cole’s parental rights. On 
appeal by Ms. Cole, the majority of a split panel of the Court of 
Appeals concluded that the trial court had erred in its order. DSS, in 
conjunction with the child’s Guardian ad Litem, then filed an appeal 
of right, based on the dissent, with this Court. Other facts and cir- 
cumstances necessary for the discussion of the issues raised by the 
parties will be provided as needed. 


The sole issue on appeal to this Court is whether the evidence 
presented at trial was sufficient to support the trial court’s conclusion 
that Ms. Cole’s parental rights with regard to her daughter, Kristina, 
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should be terminated. In its order, the trial court determined that Ms. 
Cole had failed to satisfy the State’s statutory requirements for main- 
taining ties with her child. More specifically, the trial court deter- 
mined that DSS had presented ample evidence showing that Ms. Cole 
had failed to make reasonable progress in correcting the adverse con- 
ditions that led to Kristina’s removal from the home. We disagree, for 
the reasons outlined below, and thus affirm the majority holding from 
the Court of Appeals. 


At the time DSS originally petitioned the trial court for custody of 
the child, in August of 1997, the relevant portion of the controlling 
statute provided: 


The court may terminate the parental rights upon a finding of 
one or more of the following: 


(3) The parent has willfully left the child in foster care or 
placement outside the home for more than 12 months 
without showing to the satisfaction of the court that rea- 
sonable progress under the circumstances has been made 
within 12 months in correcting those conditions which 
led to the removal of the child. 


N.C.G.S. § 7A-289.32 (1998) (repealed effective 1 July 1999 and re- 
codified in N.C.G.S. ch. 7B, art. 11). 


The burden is on the petitioner, in this case, DSS, to prove the 
facts justifying the termination of parental rights, see In re Nolen, 117 
N.C. App. 693, 453 S.E.2d 220 (1995), and the trial court’s findings 
with regard to such facts must be based on clear, cogent and con- 
vincing evidence, In re Oghenekevebe, 123 N.C. App. 434, 473 S.E.2d 
393 (1996). Thus, in order to prevail in a termination of parental rights 
proceeding held pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-289.32(8a), the petitioner 
must: (1) allege and prove all facts and circumstances supporting the 
termination of the parent’s rights; and (2) demonstrate that all proven 
facts and circumstances amount to clear, cogent, and convincing evi- 
dence that the termination of such rights is warranted. 


In the instant case, there are numerous undisputed facts and cir- 
cumstances showing that Ms. Cole willfully left the child in foster 
care or in placement outside the home for more than twelve months. 
DSS was originally granted custody of Kristina in August of 1997, and 
the child remained in foster care until December of 1998, when she 
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was placed in the care of Mr. and Mrs. Sellers. At the time of the ter- 
mination hearing, which began in October of 1999, Kristina was still 
living with the couple. Thus, for a span of over two years, the child 
was living either in foster care or with Mr. and Mrs. Sellers. During 
this period, Ms. Cole went to live with her mother in Maryland, where 
she participated in a substance abuse program until June of 1998. Ms. 
Cole was still residing with her mother at the time of the termination 
proceeding. During the interim, she had procured a nursing position 
at a local hospital and visited her daughter only sporadically. No evi- 
dence was presented that Ms. Cole had at any time during the two- 
year period sought to permanently reunite herself with Kristina. As a 
result, in our view, DSS presented clear, cogent, and convincing facts 
and circumstances evidencing that Ms. Cole had willfully left the 
child in foster care or in placement outside the home for more than 
twelve months. We next examine whether there is also ample evi- 
dence showing that Ms. Cole did so without making “reasonable 
progress... within 12 monthsj[,] in correcting those conditions which 
led to the removal of [her] child.” N.C.G.S. § 7A-289.32(8). 


In order to assess whether the evidence at trial demonstrated 
“reasonable progress” on the part of Ms. Cole, we must first deter- 
mine what constitutes the twelve-rnonth period within which she was 
expected to exhibit such progress. The dissenting opinion filed at the 
Court of Appeals is premised on the assumption that the twelve- 
month period of demonstrable reasonable progress on the part of the 
natural parent coincides with the initial twelve-month period of sepa- 
ration from the child. In other words, the parent in question must 
show reasonable progress in correcting the adverse conditions during 
the first year of separation, as measured from the time the child was 
placed outside the home. Thus, in the dissent’s view, any evidence of 
facts and circumstances that transpire outside the designated twelve- 
month span is not directly relevant to the inquiry into reasonable 
progress. In re Pierce, 146 N.C. App. 641, 653, 554 S.E.2d 25, 32 (2001) 
(Hunter, J., dissenting) (concluding that the evidence [of reasonable 
progress] at issue falls outside of the twelve-month time frame enu- 
merated in the statute); see also id. at 656-57, 554 S.E.2d at 34-35 
(Hunter, J., dissenting) (stating that his conclusion is premised solely 
on evidence confined to the twelve-month period as established in his 
opinion). However, the dissent also concedes, somewhat paradoxi- 
cally, that evidence of a parent’s reasonable progress following the 
statutory twelve-month period is admissible and relevant to a degree. 
Td. at 654, 554 S.E.2d at 33 (Hunter, J., dissenting) (“[e]vidence heard 
or introduced throughout the adjudicatory stage, as well as any addi- 


(2 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


IN RE PIERCE 
[356 N.C. 68 (2002)] 


tional evidence, may be considered by the court [in a termination of 
parental rights hearing],”) (quoting In re Blackburn, 142 N.C. App. 
607, 613, 543 S.E.2d 906, 910) (2001) (first alteration in original). Yet 
to what degree or extent such evidence may be considered draws no 
further elaboration. Furthermore, although the dissent acknowledges 
the existence of evidence of progress or lack thereof in the case sub 
judice, it lent such evidence no credence at all, ostensibly because it 
fell outside the statutory period. Thus, two questions emerge: (1) 
What constitutes the twelve-month period prescribed in the statute 
(“within 12 months”), and (2) to what extent may a court consider evi- 
dence of reasonable progress that occurs outside the twelve-month 
period? 


From a practical standpoint, one may easily define the twelve- 
month period in question when a petitioner files for termination of 
parental rights on the 366th day following the removal of the child 
from the home. Under such circumstances, a child has been in foster 
care or placed outside the home for “more than 12 months,” and the 
measure for determining whether there has been reasonable progress 
“within 12 months” in correcting the conditions that led to the child’s 
removal can only be the same twelve-month span. However, the mea- 
sure for defining the parameters of “within 12 months” is not always 
so straightforward. For example, how is “within 12 months” to be 
defined in cases, as here, when a child is removed from the home and 
DSS does not petition the court for termination of parental rights 
until two years or more hence? The dissenting opinion at the Court of 
Appeals interprets the statute to mean “within twelve months of the 
child’s placement outside the home or in foster care.” Jd. at 653, 554 
S.E.2d at 32 (Hunter, J., dissenting). However, the cases cited by the 
dissent in support of its proposition, 7d. at 653-54, 554 S.E.2d at 32-33, 
are seemingly more ambiguous than they are definitive. For example, 
in In re McMillon, 143 N.C. App. 402, 410, 546 S.E.2d 169, 175, disc. 
rev. denied, 354 N.C. 218, 554 S.E.2d 341 (2001), the court held that 
the “evidence demonstrated that [respondent] had left [the child] in 
foster care for over twelve months without making reasonable 
progress toward reconciliation.” However, a review of the facts and 
circumstances of the case reveals only that the trial court determined 
that the child had been outside the home for over twelve months. 
Notably, the court made no reference as to whether or not the parent 
at issue had shown the requisite progress within the initial twelve- 
month period of the child’s absence. To the contrary, the trial court 
considered evidence of progress or lack thereof from the time the 
child was removed from the home, in March of 1996, until DSS peti- 
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tioned to terminate parental rights, in April of 1998—a span of over 
two years. Id. at 404-07, 546 S.E.2d at 171-73. Thus, the case fails to 
even address, no less establish, that the “within 12 months” period is 
one that commences at the time the child is removed from the home 
and ends twelve months thereafter. Other cases cited by the dissent 
appear equally ambiguous as far as establishing that the “within 12 
months” period has been restrictively construed to include only evi- 
dence of reasonable progress that occurred during the immediate 
twelve months following the time a child has been placed in foster 
care or placed outside the home. In fact, all three cases suggest that 
the respective trial courts considered evidence of reasonable 
progress by the parent during the entire period of separation, not for 
any identifiable twelve-month span in particular. See Oghenekevebe, 
123 N.C. App. at 440, 473 S.E.2d at 398 (respondent left child in fos- 
ter care for over twelve months without showing reasonable 
progress); In re Taylor, 97 N.C. App. 57, 63, 387 S.E.2d 230, 233 
(1990) (respondents failed to exhibit progress toward improving 
home conditions during the period in which their children were in 
foster care); In re Bishop, 92 N.C. App. 662, 670, 375 S.E.2d 676, 
681-82 (1989) (trial court considered evidence of progress during 
entire interlude of separation, from 29 October 1984, the date the 
children were placed in foster care, through 5 February 1987, the date 
the petition was filed for termination of parental rights—a span of 
two years, four months). 


The aforementioned span of inquiry as to “reasonable progress” 
on the part of the parent—from the time a child is placed outside the 
home until a petition for termination of parental rights is filed or, in 
the alternative, until the actual termination proceeding—was also 
imposed by the trial judge in the instant case. The expanded span of 
inquiry was also used by the majority at the Court of Appeals. 
Kristina was placed outside the home in late July or early August of 
1997, DSS petitioned the trial court for termination of Ms. Cole’s 
parental rights in June of 1999, and the termination proceeding was 
held in October and November of 1999. During the proceeding, the 
trial court allowed evidence concerning Ms. Cole’s “reasonable 
progress” without regard to any specified twelve-month period. In 
fact, from a time-frame perspective, the evidence admitted ran the 
gamut from the time of Kristina’s placement until the termination 
hearing. For example, in its findings of fact, the trial court found that 
Ms. Cole’s current employment “required drug screening .. . [that] 
did not detect any illegal substance or usage.” Similarly, documents 
were submitted indicating Ms. Cole’s attendance in a counseling 
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program through May of 1999. Other evidence regarding Ms. Cole’s 
progress dated back as far as the time the child was removed from 
the home, in August of 1997. Thus, both the trial court and Court of 
Appeals majority considered progress evidence drawn not from a 
twelve-month period, as the statute would require, but rather from a 
two-and-a-half year span. As a consequence, neither this case nor its 
predecessors bring us any closer to deciphering what the legislature 
intended when it imposed the “within 12 months” limitation on evi- 
dence proffered to support or refute a parent’s progress in correcting 
those conditions that led to the removal of her child. 


From the outset, we reiterate our view that the cases cited by the 
dissent fail to establish that the “within 12 months” period is mea- 
sured from the day a child is placed outside the home until 366 days 
thereafter. Moreover, as the very same cases aptly demonstrate, it 
would make little sense to impose such a time frame because impor- 
tant evidence of reasonable progress on the part of the parent might 
well be arbitrarily excluded by such an interpretation. Consider a 
case in which a child is removed from the home and placed in foster 
care due to his parent’s drug use. After two years pass, Social 
Services petitions the court to terminate the parent’s right to care for 
the child. During the termination proceeding, proffered evidence 
would show that in the first twelve months, the parent did little or 
nothing to abate her drug use and attended none of the counseling 
sessions urged by Social Services. However, other proffered evidence 
would show that during the second year of separation from her child, 
the parent successfully completed drug therapy, attended good par- 
enting classes, procured a steady and good-paying job, and purchased 
a new home. Under such circumstances and their attendant time 
frame, which case law exhibits as commonplace, the question looms: 
Would it make any sense at all to consider only the progress made by 
the parent in the initial twelve-month period? Trial courts, by virtue 
of allowing expanded evidentiary windows on the issue of parental 
progress, certainly have rejected approaches that have interpreted 
the “within 12 months” edict to mean that admissible evidence 
must pertain to the first twelve months, as measured from the time a 
child is placed outside the home. Appellate courts have done like- 
wise, and we concur with their view that N.C.G.S. § 7A-289.32(3) does 
not require a trial court to limit relevant evidence of parental 
progress to that which occurs in the initial twelve months of separa- 
tion. AS a consequence, we also disavow cases, if any, that may 
suggest otherwise. 
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However, at the same time, and despite the contrary view exhib- 
ited throughout our case law, we note that the “within 12 months” lim- 
itation cannot be construed in such fashion that it would allow the 
admission of progress evidence without regard to its specified time 
frame. The legislature specifically delineated that the “reasonable 
progress” evidentiary standard be measured in a twelve-month in- 
crement, and in our view, the twelve-month standard envisioned by 
lawmakers was “within 12 months” from the time the petition for ter- 
mination of parental rights is filed with the trial court.! In support of 
our position, we note that evidence gleaned from the twelve-month 
period immediately preceding the petition would provide the trial 
court with the most recent facts and circumstances exhibiting a par- 
ent’s progress or lack thereof. Thus, in the instant case, the trial court 
would consider all evidence pertaining to reasonable progress on the 
part of Ms. Cole during the twelve months prior to 24 June 1999, the 
date DSS petitioned the court to terminate her parental rights. 


As to the dissenting opinion’s conclusion that evidence of a par- 
ent’s progress that falls outside the designated twelve-month period is 
admissible and relevant to a degree, see Blackburn, 142 N.C. App. at 
613, 543 S.E.2d at 910 (2001), we agree. In a termination of parental 
rights proceeding, the trial court faces a two-fold task. In the so- 
called “adjudication stage” of the hearing, the trial court hears 
evidence in order to determine if grounds for termination exist. 
The petitioner has the burden of proving by clear, cogent and con- 
vincing evidence that at least one of the grounds set forth in N.C.G.S. 
§ 7A-289.32 has been established. If such grounds for termination are 
so established, the trial court then moves to the so-called “disposition 
stage” in order to determine whether it is in the best interests of the 
child to terminate the parental rights. The controlling statute of the 
disposition stage provides as follows: 


Should the court determine that any one or more of the con- 
ditions authorizing a termination of the parental rights of a parent 
exist, the court shall issue an order terminating the parental 
rights of such parent with respect to the child unless the court 
shall further determine that the best interests of the child require 
that the parental rights of such parent not be terminated. 


1. The Court notes that during the 2001 session of the General Assembly, the leg- 
islature struck the “within 12 months” limitation from the existing statute detailing the 
requirements for establishing grounds for the termination of parental rights. See Act of 
June 15, 2001, ch. 208, sec. 6, 2001 Sess. Laws 111, 113. Thus, under current law, there 
is no specified time frame that limits the admission of relevant evidence pertaining to 
a parent’s “reasonable progress” or lack thereof. Id. 
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N.C.G.S. § 7A-289.31(a) (1995) (emphasis added) (repealed effective 
1 July 1999 and recodified in N.C.G.S. ch. 7B, art. 11). Thus, upon 
finding adequate grounds for termination of parental rights, the trial 
court is empowered to terminate such rights, but it is not obligated to 
do so if it further determines that it is not in the child’s best interests 
to do so. This determination of best interests is more in the nature of 
an inquisition, with the trial court having the obligation to secure 
whatever evidence, if any, it deems necessary to make this decision. 
Blackburn, 142 N.C. App. at 613, 543 S.E.2d at 910. Either party may 
offer relevant evidence as to the child’s best interests. Jd. Such evi- 
dence may therefore include facts or circumstances demonstrating 
either: (1) the reasonable progress of the parent, or (2) the parent’s 
lack of reasonable progress that occurred before or after the twelve- 
month period leading up to the filing of the petition for termination 
of parental rights. 


Thus, in order to decide the instant case, we must first examine 
whether the trial court properly determined that there was ample evi- 
dence, gleaned from facts and circumstances occurring in the twelve 
months immediately preceding DSS’ petition for terminating Ms. 
Cole’s parental rights, to support its conclusion that she had failed to 
show that “reasonable progress under the circumstances ha[d] been 
made ...in correcting those conditions which led to the removal of 
the child” (the adjudication stage evidence). Next, but only if we 
affirm the trial court’s findings and conclusions with regard to 
Ms. Cole’s progress, we must examine whether evidence of her 
actions outside the designated twelve-month period was properly 
considered by the trial court in deciding whether it was in the child’s 
best interests to terminate her parental rights (the disposition stage 
evidence). 


Because we agree with the Court of Appeals majority’s conclu- 
sion that the trial court lacked adequate evidence supporting its 
conclusion that Ms. Cole had failed to show reasonable progress in 
correcting conditions during the allotted time frame, we need not 
address whether any additional evidence was given its proper due at 
the disposition stage. Thus, we confine our analysis to the factual 
findings and conclusions made by the trial court during the adjudica- 
tion stage of the termination proceeding. 


In the year leading up to DSS’ petition to terminate Ms. Cole’s 
parental rights, the undisputed facts and circumstances evidencing 
her progress towards correcting the conditions that led to Kristina’s 
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removal included the following: (1) evidence that between November 
of 1998 and May of 1999, Ms. Cole attended a 26-week, drug abuse- 
related counseling program; (2) evidence that Ms. Cole successfully 
completed the treatment program; (3) evidence that Ms. Cole tested 
negative for drug use throughout her attendance at the program; (4) 
evidence that at the time of the termination hearing, Ms. Cole was 
attending meetings at Narcotics Anonymous; (5) testimony from a 
DSS caseworker that to the best of his knowledge, Ms. Cole had not 
tested positive for drugs in the twelve months prior to the hearing; (6) 
testimony from Kristina’s Guardian ad Litem that she had interviewed 
Ms. Cole’s substance abuse counselor, who said Ms. Cole had done 
very well and gave no indication Ms. Cole had any positive drug tests; 
(7) testimony showing that Ms. Cole resided with, and helped care 
for, her mother in Maryland throughout the period in question; (8) tes- 
timony showing that Ms. Cole is a registered nurse who worked reg- 
ularly and successively for two employers in the home health field 
throughout the period in question; (9) testimony showing that in 
order to work for her current employer, Ms. Cole was subject to a 
prehiring drug test (which she apparently passed since she was hired 
by the employer). Other evidence indicating that Ms. Cole was subject 
to random drug screenings while working with her current employer 
-is not relevant to our inquiry since she began such employment out- 
side the twelve-month period in question. 


Amid this evidence, the trial court peppered its findings of fact 
with the following subjective assessments (pertaining to cCir- 
cumstances within the relevant twelve months): (1) Ms. Cole 
had “clearly made herculean progress in overcoming her addic- 
tions”; (2) she “has made substantial progress in getting her own life 
back together”; (3) “in light of the progress made by . . . the 
Respondent. . .”; (4) Ms. Cole’s decision to move to Maryland was “a 
wise decision for her”; and (5) “[t]he mother of the child is a fit and 
proper person for visitation.” 


Our study of the record and briefs reveals that any relevant evi- 
dence indicating that Ms. Cole had failed to show reasonable progress 
in correcting the conditions that led to the removal of Kristina—the 
legal standard for establishing grounds for the termination of her 
parental rights—included testimony regarding the concerns of DSS 
and Kristina’s Guardian ad Litem that Ms. Cole had not definitively 
demonstrated success in her battle with drugs. DSS and the Guardian 
ad Litem also expressed their view that circumstances dictated it 
would be in the best interests of Kristina to remain with Mr. and 
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Mrs. Sellers, with whom she had developed strong ties. Ms. Cole’s 
failure to maintain a consistent visitation schedule with Kristina was 
also discussed by witnesses during the proceeding, although the 
actual number and extent of her visits for the period in question 
remain unclear. Other evidence used by the trial court to demonstrate 
that Ms. Cole had failed to make reasonable progress included events 
and circumstances that took place or evolved outside the twelve- 
month period preceding the petition for termination. Thus, such evi- 
dence—including any that tended to show Ms. Cole used drugs 
and/or failed to obtain substance abuse treatment from August of 
1997 through July of 1998—is irrelevant for purposes of establishing 
Ms. Cole’s reasonable progress in correcting those conditions that led 
to the removal of her child. 


In a termination proceeding, the appellate court should affirm the 
trial court where “the trial court’s findings of fact are based upon 
clear[, cogent,] and convincing evidence and the findings support the 
conclusions of law.” In re Small, 138 N.C. App. 474, 477, 530 S.E.2d 
104, 106 (2000). In our view, there can be no such affirmation here 
because the relevant findings of fact do not support the trial court’s 
conclusion that grounds for termination, as provided for in N.C.G.S. 
§ 7A-289.32, have been established. In fact, we agree with the major- 
ity of the Court of Appeals and conclude that the relevant evidence 
pertaining to the time frame designated in the statute demonstrates, 
if anything, that Ms. Cole had indeed made “reasonable progress 
under the circumstances” in correcting the conditions that led to the 
removal of her child, Kristina. 


Therefore, we affirm the Court of Appeals and hold that the trial 
court abused its discretion when it concluded the adjudicatory phase 
of the proceeding by deciding that there were adequate grounds to 
support the DSS petition for termination of Ms. Cole’s parental rights. 
As a consequence of so holding, the trial court’s decision in the dis- 
position stage—to terminate Ms. Cole’s parental rights—is hereby 
vacated. 


AFFIRMED. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 79 


STATE v. BLUE 
[356 N.C. 79 (2002)] 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v, LEE ISAAC BLUE 


No. 304A01 
(Filed 28 June 2002) 


Homicide— voluntary manslaughter—defense of habitation— 
porch part of dwelling—unlawful expression of opinion by 
trial court 

The trial court erred in a voluntary manslaughter case arising 
out of a deadly affray which took place on the porch of a dwelling 
by answering the jury’s inquiry by instructing that a porch is not 
inside the home, because: (1) the trial court’s answer expressed 
an opinion on the evidence, thereby invading the fact-finding 
province of the jury; (2) whether defendant was within the home 
or whether the victim was attempting or had made an unlawful 
entry into defendant’s home were questions to be answered by 
the jury; and (8) the trial court’s instruction was tantamount to 
instructing the jury that the porch could not as a matter of law be 
inside the home for purposes of the statutory defense of habita- 
tion under N.C.G.S. § 14-51.1. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 148 N.C. App. 478, 550 S.E.2d 6 
(2001), finding no error in a judgment entered 16 September 1999 by 
Ellis, J., in Superior Court, Forsvth County. Heard in the Supreme 
Court 13 November 2001. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by James P. Longest, Jr., Special 
Deputy Attorney General, for the State. 


Donald K. Tisdale, Sr, and Christopher R. Clifton for 
defendant-appellant. 


PARKER, Justice. 


Defendant was charged with second-degree murder for the stab- 
bing death of James Hilton on 10 July 1998. A jury found defendant 
guilty of voluntary manslaughter, and the trial court sentenced 
defendant to aterm of 77 to 102 months’ imprisonment. In a split deci- 
sion, the Court of Appeals’ majority found no error. Defendant 
appealed to this Court based on the dissenting opinion; and for the 
reasons stated herein, we reverse the Court of Appeals and remand 
for a new trial. 
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For ease of presentation we address defendant’s evidence first. At 
trial defendant’s evidence tended to show that on a previous occasion 
Hilton had gone to defendant’s residence with another man named 
Nudie. When the men parked in front of defendant’s residence, Hilton 
was observed with a sawed-off shotgun. Both men exited the vehicle, 
but only Nudie entered the house to talk to defendant. In that con- 
versation Nudie indicated to defendant, “If you start anything, my 
man on the porch out here gonna blow your head off.” Hilton stood 
on the porch and looked in the screen door at some point. Defendant 
told Nudie to leave and that defendant did not want any trouble. 
Nudie and Hilton left. 


On 10 July 1998, Hilton went back to defendant’s home looking 
for Deidre Shuler. After being told that Shuler lived next door, Hilton 
left to find Shuler. Defendant saw Shuler and told Hilton, “There she 
is.” Hilton and Shuler met in the yard and spoke to each other, and 
then Hilton came back onto defendant’s front porch. Hilton “looked 
like he was mad at the world.” While this was taking place, defend- 
ant’s housemate, Spencer Wilson, was standing on the front porch. 
Defendant and Wilson told Hilton not to walk across their freshly 
planted grass. When he came up onto the porch, Hilton asked defend- 
ant, “Don’t you remember me? I’m the one come to kill y/all.” 
Thereafter, defendant and Hilton struggled on the front porch, and at 
some point the two went head first over the bannister. During the 
struggle, Hilton was stabbed. Once they landed on the ground, the 
two got up. Defendant went back up the steps and into the house. 
Hilton followed defendant up the steps and collapsed onto a couch on 
the porch. 


The State presented the testimony of Shuler, which tended to 
show that Shuler and defendant had been drinking at defendant’s 
house; that Shuler had gone back into her house to take a nap; that 
Shuler heard defendant hollering her name; and that when she 
walked out onto her porch, defendant yelled, “There that bitch is 
right there.” Hilton went up the steps at the end of defendant’s 
porch, defendant hit him, and the deadly struggle ensued. Shuler’s 
assessment of the fight was that Hilton was getting the best of 
defendant. 


The State also presented the testimony of Darweshi Wilson, who 
lived across the street. According to Wilson, he went out onto his 
front porch to smoke a cigarette and observed defendant and Hilton 
arguing on defendant’s front porch, though he could not hear their 
tone. Wilson saw defendant strike Hilton in the face and saw defend- 
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ant make an uppercut motion with a knife. After the two went over 
the bannister, defendant made another striking motion with his fist. 
Wilson may have heard defendant tell Hilton to leave before defend- 
ant made the striking motion; Hilton did not do so. 


The evidence is not in dispute that defendant and Hilton strug- 
gled on the front porch, that Hilton died of an uppercut stab wound, 
and that the knife belonged to defendant. The evidence is in dispute, 
however, as to which of the two combatants struck the first blow and 
where they were located when that blow was struck. According to 
defendant’s testimony, he was just inside his screen door when Hilton 
pulled the door open and hit defendant in the face. Spencer Wilson 
testified that defendant was opening the screen door to go into the 
house when Hilton hit defendant. from behind. State’s witnesses 
Shuler and Darweshi Wilson both testified that defendant struck the 
first blow. Shuler testified that Hilton was going up the steps onto the 
porch when defendant struck him. Wilson testified that defendant 
and Hilton were arguing on the porch when defendant struck Hilton. 


The evidence further showed that Hilton was thirty-four or thirty- 
five years old; that he was five feet, nine inches tall; and that he 
weighed 168 pounds. Hilton had a blood alcohol level of .12; and 
cocaine and cocaine metabolites were also present in his blood. 
According to the pathologist who performed the autopsy, the wound 
which caused the victim’s death was unlikely to have been caused by 
a fall, but was consistent with an uppercut motion with a knife. 
Defendant was forty-six years old at the time of the incident, weighed 
160 pounds, and was six feet tall. 


At trial, the trial court instructed the jury on self-defense; second- 
degree murder; voluntary manslaughter; and, pursuant to N.C.G:S. 
§ 14-51.1, defense of the home. In instructing on voluntary 
manslaughter, the trial court instructed as follows: 


Voluntary manslaughter is also committed if the defendant 
kills in self defense but uses excessive force under the circum- 
stances or was the aggressor without murderous intent in bring- 
ing on the fight in which the killing took place. The burden is on 
the State to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant 
did not act in self defense. However, if the State proves beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the defendant, though otherwise acting in 
self defense used excessive force or was the aggressor though he 
had no murderous intent when he entered the fight, the defend- 
ant would be guilty of voluntary manslaughter. 
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If the defendant was not the aggressor and he was on his own 
premises, he could stand his ground and repel force with force 
regardless of the character of the assault made upon him; how- 
ever, the defendant would not be excused if he used excessive 
force. 


After giving the summary mandates on second-degree murder 
and voluntary manslaughter, the trial court instructed on N.C.G.S. 
§ 14-51.1 as follows: 


If the defendant killed the victim to prevent forcible entry 
into his place of residence or to terminate the intruder’s unlawful 
entry, the defendant’s actions are excused and he is not guilty. 
The State has the burden of proving from the evidence beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the defendant did not act in a lawful 
defense of his home. 


The defendant was justified in using deadly force if, (1) 
such force was being used to prevent a forcible entry into the 
defendant’s place of residence; and (2) the defendant reason- 
ably believed that the intruder might kill or inflict serious 
bodily harm to the defendant or others in the place of residence; 
and (3) the defendant reasonably believed that the degree of 
force he used was necessary to prevent a forcible entry into his 
place of residence. 


A lawful occupant within a place of residence does not have 
the duty to retreat from an intruder in these circumstances. It is 
for you, the jury, to determine the reasonableness of the defend- 
ant’s belief from the circumstances as they appeared to the 
defendant at the time. 


So I charge that if you find beyond a reasonable doubt that 
the defendant killed the victim, you may return a verdict of guilty 
only if the State has satisfied you beyond a reasonable doubt that 
the defendant did not act in the lawful defense of his home. That 
is, (1) the defendant did not use such force to prevent a forcible 
entry into the defendant’s place of residence; or (2) the defendant 
did not reasonably believe that the intruder would kill or inflict 
serious bodily harm to the defendant or others in the place of res- 
idence; or (3) that the defendant did not reasonably believe that 
the degree of force he used was necessary to prevent a forcible 
entry into the defendant’s residence. However, if you do not so 
find or have a reasonable doubt, then the defendant would be jus- 
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tified in defending his place of residence and it would be your 
duty to return a verdict of not guilty. 


Shortly after retiring to deliberate, the jury requested a copy of 
the jury instructions and the charts the prosecutor had used in clos- 
ing argument. The trial court advised the jurors that the charts were 
not in evidence and could not be taken to the jury room but that it 
would provide the jurors with a copy of the instructions. That after- 
noon the jury deliberated approximately three and one half hours 
with the exception of a short break and a brief interruption for 
instructions on a question. The next morning after deliberating for 
approximately two hours, the jury sent two questions to the trial 
judge. The first question read, “Is the front porch considered to be a 
part of the home or inside of the home?” The second question read, 
“Is excessive force one person with a weapon and one does not?” 


After considerable discussion with counsel during which the trial 
judge reread the statute and made a diligent effort to locate any 
authority interpreting N.C.G.S. § 14-51.1, the trial court answered the 
questions as follows: 


Ladies and gentlemen, I’ve received two questions from you. 
The first question appears to have two parts. The first question is, 
“Is the front porch considered to be a part of the home” and a 
front porch is a part of the home. The next part of the question, 
“or inside the home.” A front porch is not inside the home. 


The next question is, “Is excessive force one person with a 
weapon and one does not?” And the definition of excessive force 
is contained within the instructions which I have given to you and 
I'll read that portion to you again. “A defendant uses excessive 
force if he uses more force than reasonably appeared to him to be 
necessary at the time of the killing. It is for you, the jury, to deter- 
mine the reasonableness of the force used by the defendant under 
all the circumstances as they appeared to him at the time.” That 
is contained within the instructions that you have. 


After taking the lunch recess, the jury resumed deliberations 
and returned a unanimous verdict approximately four and one half 
hours later. 


In his brief to the Court of Appeals, defendant contended that the 
trial court erred in “responding to the jury’s question as to whether a 
front porch is part of the house by overruling defense counsel’s 
request that the court state that the same was curtilage and thus cov- 
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ered by the instructions of N.C.G.S. § [14-51.1].” Defendant argued 
that the curtilege was within the meaning of “home” and that the 
front porch and threshold are properly considered as the home and 
should be accorded the coverage of N.C.G.S. § 14-51.1. Defendant fur- 
ther contended that the trial court’s response misled the jury, thereby 
resulting in prejudicial error. The Court of Appeals majority reviewed 
the instructions initially given and concluded that the “substance of 
the instructions read in context was clear” and that “the instruction 
included the curtilage in the area within which a defendant has the 
right to ‘stand his ground.’ ” State v. Blue, 143 N.C. App. 478, 480, 481, 
550 8.E.2d 6, 7, 8 (2001). The Court of Appeals further concluded that 
the trial court’s answer that the “front porch is a part of the home” 
and that “a front porch is not inside the home” was sufficient when 
read in context in that the trial court instructed the jury “that when a 
person is on his own premises he has no duty to retreat.” Jd. at 481, 
550 S.E.2d at 8. The Court of Appeals held that “[s]ince there was no 
instruction stating a circumstance where this defendant (a) had a 
duty to retreat or (b) was authorized to use force other tha[n] what 
was reasonably necessary to repel the assault, on this record we hold 
that further clarification was unnecessary.” /d. The dissenting opin- 
ion stated that “because the trial court—at no time—explained the 
legal perimeters of one’s home or mentioned defendant’s right to 
defend himself within the curtilage of his home, ... the majority has 
effectively removed from the jury’s consideration defendant’s right 
to defend himself on the porch of his home.” Id. at 482, 550 S.E.2d 
at 8 (Hunter, J., dissenting). The dissent further opined that the jury 
most likely understood the law to require defendant to retreat on 
the porch of his home and that the trial court’s response was prejudi- 
cial “because it did not clarify that the porch was part of the curtilage 
of the home and thus, was covered under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-51.1’s 
self defense provisions.” /d. at 483, 550 S.E.2d at 9 (Hunter, J., 
dissenting). 


Before this Court defendant contends that the Court of Appeals 
erred in holding that the trial court did not commit prejudicial error 
in failing to instruct the jury, in response to its question, that defend- 
ant had the same rights pertaining to self-defense and defense of 
habitation on his front porch as he did within his home since the 
porch is part of the curtilage from which defendant had no duty to 
retreat. 


The applicable statute for additional instructions after the jury 
has begun deliberations is N.C.G.S. § 15A-1234. The statute provides: 
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(a) After the jury retires for deliberation, the judge may give 
appropriate additional instruction to: _ 


(1) Respond to an inquiry of the jury made in open 
court; ... 


(b) At any time the judge gives additional instructions, he 
may also give or repeat other instructions to avoid giving undue 
prominence to the additional instructions. 


(c) Before the judge gives additional instructions, he must 
inform the parties generally of the instructions he intends to give 
and afford them an opportunity to be heard... . 


(d) All additional instructions must be given in open court 
and must be made a part of the record. 


N.C.G.S. § 15A-1234 (2001). 


Further, in giving jury instructions, the trial court is not “required 
to state, summarize or recapitulate the evidence, or to explain the 
application of the law to the evidence.” N.C.G.S. § 15A-1232 (2001). 
We note that when N.C.G.S. § 15A-1232 was enacted in 1977, N.C.G.S. 
§ 1-180, which required the trial court to summarize the evidence and 
explain the application of the law to the facts, was repealed. Act of 
June 23, 1977, ch. 711, sec. 33, 1977 N.C. Sess. Laws 853, 899. As orig- 
inally enacted, N.C.G.S. § 15A-1232 also required the trial court to 
summarize the evidence to the extent necessary to explain the appli- 
cation of the law to the evidence; however, in 1985 the statute was 
amended to its present form, which specifically states that the trial 
court shall not be required “to explain the application of the law to 
the evidence.” Act of July 1, 1985, ch. 537, sec. 1, 1985 N.C. Sess. Laws 
608, 608. This statute does not, however, relieve the trial court of its 
“burden of ‘declar[ing] and explain[ing] the law arising on the evi- 
dence relating to each substantial feature of the case.” State v. 
Moore, 339 N.C. 456, 464, 451 S.E.2d 232, 236 (1994) (quoting State v. 
Everette, 284 N.C. 81, 87, 199 S.E.2d 462, 467 (1978)). 


This Court has not previously interpreted N.C.G.S. § 14-51.1, 
which is entitled “Use of deadly physical force against an intruder” 
and provides as follows: 


(a) A lawful occupant within a home or other place of resi- 
dence is justified in using any degree of force that the occupant 
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reasonably believes is necessary, including deadly force, against 
an intruder to prevent a forcible entry into the home or residence 
or to terminate the intruder’s unlawful entry (i) if the occupant 
reasonably apprehends that the intruder may kill or inflict seri- 
ous bodily harm to the occupant or others in the home or resi- 
dence, or (ii) if the occupant reasonably believes that the 
intruder intends to commit a felony in the home or residence. 


(b) A lawful occupant within a home or other place of 
residence does not have a duty to retreat from an intruder in 
the circumstances described in this section. 


(c) This section is not intended to repeal, expand, or limit any 
other defense that may exist under the common law. 


N.C.G.S. § 14-51.1 (2001). 


The common law right of an individual to defend himself from 
death or bodily harm on his premises was stated in State v. Johnson: 


Ordinarily, when a person who is free from fault in bringing 
on a difficulty [] is attacked in his own home or on his own 
premises, the law imposes on him no duty to retreat before he 
can justify his fighting in self defense, regardless of the character 
of the assault, but is entitled to stand his ground, to repel force 
with force, and to increase his force, so as not only to resist, but 
also to overcome the assault and secure himself from all harm. 
This, of course, would not excuse the defendant if he used exces- 
sive force in repelling the attack and overcoming his adversary. 
State v. Francis, 252 N.C. 57, 112 S.E.2d 756 [(1960)]; State v. 
Frizzelle, 243 N.C. 49, 89 S.E.2d 725 [(1955)]. 


State v. Johnson, 261 N.C. 727, 729-30, 136 S.E.2d 84, 86 (1964) (per 
curiam). Further, defense of the person within one’s premises 
includes not only the dwelling, but also the curtilage and buildings 
within the curtilage. Frizzelle, 243 N.C. at 51, 89 S.E.2d at 726. The 
curtilage includes the yard around the dwelling and the area occupied 
by barns, cribs, and other outbuildings. Id. 


The common law defense of habitation was stated thusly in State 
v. Miller: 


When a trespasser enters upon a man’s premises, makes an 
assault upon his dwelling, and attempts to force an entrance into 
his house in a manner such as would lead a reasonably prudent 
man to believe that the intruder intends to commit a felony or to 
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inflict some serious personal injury upon the inmates, a lawful 
occupant of the dwelling may legally prevent the entry, even by 
the taking of the life of the intruder. Under those circumstances, 
“the law does not require such householder to flee or to remain in 
his house until his assailant is upon him, but he may open his 
door and shoot his assailant, if such course is apparently neces- 
sary for the protection of himself or family. ... But the jury must 
be the judge of the reasonableness of defendant’s apprehension.” 
A householder will not, however, be excused if he employs exces- 
sive force in repelling the attack, whether it be upon his person or 
upon his habitation. 


State v. Miller, 267 N.C. 409, 411, 148 S.E.2d 279, 281 (1966) (quoting 
with approval State v. Gray, 162 N.C. 608, 610-11, 77 S.E. 833, 834 
(1913)) (citations omitted) (alteration in original). 


In State v. McCombs, 297 N.C. 151, 253 S.E.2d 906 (1979), this 
Court made several observations about the defense of habitation. The 
Court noted that 


the use of deadly force in defense of the habitation is justified 
only to prevent a forcible entry into the habitation under such cir- 
cumstances (e.g., attempted entry accompanied by threats) that 
the occupant reasonably apprehends death or great bodily harm 
to himself or other occupants at the hands of the assailant or 
believes that the assailant intends to commit a felony. 


Id. at 156-57, 253 S.E.2d at 910. However, “[o]nce the assailant has 
gained entry, .. . the usual rules of self-defense replace the rules gov- 
erning defense of habitation, with the exception that there is no duty 
to retreat.” Id. at 157, 253 S.E.2d at 910. The rationale for this dis- 
tinction is that once the occupant is face-to-face with the assailant, 
the occupant is better able to ascertain whether the assailant intends 
to commit a felony or has the means to inflict serious injury. /d. The 
Court, after discussing several cases, then stated: 


The previously cited cases dealing with defense of habitation are 
factually limited to the prevention of a forcible entry. Moreover, 
the rules governing defense of habitation, self-defense, defense of 
property, and eviction of trespassers are designed to allow an 
individual to defend his family, home and property in virtually any 
situation which might arise with respect to an invasion of his 
home while at the same time affording maximum protection of 
human life. To allow the distinctions between these rules to 
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become blurred or to extend any of them to situations for which 
they were not intended would dilute the safeguards designed to 
protect human life. 


Id. at 158, 253 S.E.2d at 911. Finally, the Court noted, without expla- 
nation, that an instruction on defense of habitation would be more 
favorable than would an instruction on self-defense. Id. 


Hence, the principal distinction between the common law 
defense of habitation and the defense of the person on or within one’s 
own premises is that in the former, the victim is attempting to forcibly 
enter the defendant’s dwelling; whereas, in the latter, the victim has 
actually attacked or assaulted the defendant in the defendant’s 
dwelling or on the defendant’s premises. Jd. at 156-57, 253 S.E.2d at 
910. In neither case is the defendant required to retreat. The legal 
effect of the difference between the defenses is that under the 
defense of habitation, the defendant’s use of force, even deadly force, 
before being physically attacked would be justified to prevent the vic- 
tim’s entry provided that the defendant’s apprehension that he was 
about to be subjected to serious bodily harm or that the occupants of 
the home were about to be seriously harmed or killed was reasonable 
and further provided that the force used was not excessive. Whereas, 
under the defense of the person on one’s premises, the defendant 
would have the benefit of perfect self-defense! and no duty to retreat 


1. The law of perfect self-defense excuses a killing altogether if, at the time of the 
killing, these four elements existed: 


(1) it appeared to defendant and he believed it to be necessary to kill the 
deceased in order to save himself from death or great bodily harm; and 


(2) defendant's belief was reasonable in that the circumstances as they 
appeared to him at the time were sufficient to create such a belief in the mind of 
a person of ordinary firmness; and 


(3) defendant was not the aggressor in bringing on the affray, 7.e., he did not 
aggressively and willingly enter into the fight without legal excuse or provocation; 
and 


(4) defendant did not use excessive force, 7.e., did not use more force than 
was necessary or reasonably appeared to him to be necessary under the circum- 
stances to protect himself from death or great bodily harm. 


State v. Norris, 303 N.C. 526, 530, 279 S.E.2d 570, 572-73 (1981). However, if the defend- 
ant satisfies the first two elements but, 


although without murderous intent, was the aggressor in bringing on the 
difficulty, or defendant used excessive force, the defendant under those cir- 
cumstances has only the imperfect right of self-defense, having lost the benefit of 
perfect self-defense, and is guilty at least of voluntary manslaughter. 


Id. at 530, 279 $.E.2d at 573. 
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only if the defendant had first been attacked or assaulted. Prior to 
passage of N.C.G.S. § 14-51.1, once the victim was inside the defend- 
ant’s home, the defendant would have the benefit of perfect self- 
defense only if the victim made the initial attack or assault on the 
defendant, though the defendant would have no duty to retreat, see 
id. at 158-59, 253 S.E.2d at 911; however, if the defendant made the 
initial attack or assault, the defendant would be entitled only to 
imperfect self-defense and would be guilty at least of voluntary 
manslaughter, see id. The limitation that defendant be acting to pre- 
vent forcible entry into the home for the defense of habitation to be 
applicable was eliminated by N.C.G:S. § 14-51.1. In enacting N.C.G.S. 
§ 14-51.1, the General Assembly broadened the defense of habitation 
to make the use of deadly force justifiable whether to prevent unlaw- 
ful entry into the home or to terminate an unlawful entry by an 
intruder. N.C.G.S. § 14-51.1. 


The determinative question, then, in this case is whether the 
statutory defense of habitation is applicable to a deadly affray which 
takes place on the porch of a dwelling. Given the historical underpin- 
nings of the defense of habitation that a person’s home is his castle, 
see Gray, 162 N.C. at 613, 77 S.E. at 834, we discern no reason why 
the statutory defense of habitation should not be applicable to the 
porch of a dwelling under certain circumstances. A porch is an appur- 
tenance to the home. Depending upon the size of the porch and 
weather conditions, the occupants of a home may engage in many of 
the same activities on the porch that they enjoy in the more protected 
areas during cold or inclement weather, such as eating, reading, 
sleeping, entertaining, and relaxing. In short, the functional use of a 
porch may not differ significantly from that of the interior of the liv- 
ing quarters. However, porches vary in description and usefulness 
from large, screened-in porches to small, uncovered stoops. For this 
reason whether a porch, deck, garage, or other appurtenance 
attached to a dwelling is within the home or residence for purposes 
of N.C.G.S. § 14-51.1 is a question of fact best left for the jury’s deter- 
mination based on the evidence presented at trial. 


In the instant case the trial court answered the jury’s inquiry by 
instructing that “[a] porch is not inside the home.” This answer, 
although made in a sincere effort to give guidance to the jury, unfor- 
tunately expressed an opinion on the evidence, thereby invading the 
fact-finding province of the jury. See State v. Wilson, 354 N.C. 493, 
510, 556 S.E.2d 272, 284 (2001) (holding that “[a] trial judge ‘may not 
express during any stage of the trial, any opinion in the presence of 
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the jury on any question of fact to be decided by the jury’” and 
that how that opinion was conveyed to the jury is irrelevant) 
(quoting N.C.G.S. § 15A-1222 (1999)). Whether defendant was within 
the home or whether Hilton was attempting or had made an unlawful 
entry into defendant’s home were questions to be answered by the 
jury. The judge’s telling the jury that “[a] porch is not inside the home” 
was tantamount to instructing the jury that the porch could not as a 
matter of law be inside the home for purposes of N.C.G.S. § 14-51.1. 
The evidence was undisputed that Hilton went, uninvited, onto 
defendant's porch. Although the evidence was in conflict as to 
whether the victim opened the front door and as to who struck 
the first blow, the uncontradicted evidence was that the affray took 
place on the porch. 


By convicting defendant of voluntary manslaughter, the jury, 
under the instructions given, necessarily found (i) that defendant was 
the aggressor without murderous intent; and/or (ii) that defendant, 
even if not the aggressor, used excessive force. We, of course, can 
only speculate as to what the jury found or what concerned the jury 
in asking its question. However, given the evidence, we cannot say as 
a matter of law that had the jury not been instructed that “[a] porch 
is not inside the home,” the jury would not possibly have found 
defendant not guilty. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-1443(a). If the jury had been 
told that whether the porch was inside the home or part of the home 
was a question of fact for it to determine based upon the evidence, 
the jury could have determined that defendant met each of the con- 
ditions required under N.C.G.S. § 14-51.1 even if defendant struck the 
first blow and was, thus, not guilty. However, having been instructed 
that the porch was not inside the home, if the jury determined that 
Hilton did not open the front door and that defendant was the 
attacker, the statutory defense of habitation would not be applicable; 
and under the other two defensive theories upon which it was 
instructed, the jury could not have acquitted defendant. 


For the foregoing reasons, we reverse the decision of the Court 
of Appeals and remand the case to that court for further remand to 
the Superior Court, Forsyth County, for a new trial. 


REVERSED. 
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IN THE MATTER OF THE WILL OF WILLIAM ARNOLD McCAULEY, DECEASED 


No. 649PA01 
(Filed 28 June 2002) 


1. Wills— revocation in subsequent will—production of revo- 


catory writing—not exclusive manner of proof 

Caveators to a 1984 will were not precluded as a matter of 
law from establishing due execution of a 1996 will (which 
allegedly contained a revocation clause) even though they could 
not produce the 1996 will where they produced the legal secre- 
tary who discussed the 1996 will with the attorney, transcribed 
the 1996 will, read it to decedent, and observed and notarized the 
signatures of the decedent and two attesting witnesses. 
Production of the revocatory writing is not the only method of 
proving its existence and validity. 


. Wills— lost—execution—proof by one witness 


The testimony of one witness was sufficient to prove the due 
execution of a lost will. While one attesting witness to a will 
would not be sufficient for valid execution, one witness's testi- 
mony that the will was attested by two witnesses may be suffi- 
cient to show that the will was duly executed. 


. Wills— revocation—second will—proof of revocation 
required 

Caveators to a 1984 will who claimed that a lost 1996 will 
contained a revocation clause were required to show more than 
the mere existence of the second will; although a subsequent will 
frequently revokes all prior wills, it does not do so as a matter of 
law. Here, the testimony of the legal secretary who transcribed 
the will that it contained a revocation clause and that all of her 
attorney’s wills contained such a provision could be sufficient. 


. Wills—revocation—effective immediately 

Caveators to a 1984 will who claimed that a lost 1996 will 
contained a revocation clause did not need to prove the reason 
the 1996 will was unavailable. Although there is a presumption 
that the testator destroyed a missing will with the intention of 
revoking it, a revocation clause takes effect at the time of execu- 
tion as opposed to the time of death. Furthermore, a revoked will 
may only be revived by reexecution, not by subsequent revoca- 
tion of the revoking instrument. 
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5. Wills—revocation in lost will—summary judgment 


Summary judgment could not be granted appropriately for 
caveators who contended that a lost 1996 will revoked a probated 
1984 will where a legal secretary recalled the 1996 will, but the 
attorney did not and neither did one of the alleged attesting wit- 
nesses. The burden is on the caveators to show the due execution 
and the contents of a lost will by clear, strong, and convincing 
proof. Whether that standard was met here is for the jury to 
decide. 


On writ of certiorari pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-32(b) of a decision 
of the Court of Appeals, 147 N.C. App. 116, 554 $.BE.2d 13 (2001), 
affirming an order and judgment entered by Bowen, J., on 10 May 
2000 in Superior Court, Harnett County. Heard in the Supreme Court 
15 May 2002. 


Staton, Perkinson, Doster, Post & Silverman, P.A., by W. Woods 
Doster, for executor-appellant Max McCauley. 


Hayes, Williams, Turner & Daughtry, PA., by Gerald Wilton 
Hayes, Jr., and Parrish Hayes Daughtry, for caveator-appellees 
Phyllis M. Thomas, Paige Stallings, and Laurie J. McCauley. 


Joseph L. Tart, PA., by Joseph L. Tart; and Thompson, Smyth & 
Cioffi, L.L.P., by Theodore B. Smyth, for caveator-appellee 
Karen McCauley Thompson. 


PARKER, Justice. 


The issue before the Court in this caveat proceeding is whether 
the Court of Appeals properly affirmed the trial court’s entry of sum- 
mary judgment for the caveators. For the reasons discussed herein, 
we reverse the decision of the Court of Appeals. 


William Arnold McCauley (“decedent”), died on 4 February 1999. 
On 24 February 1999, decedent’s son Max Ronald McCauley (“execu- 
tor”) presented to the Clerk of Superior Court of Harnett County for 
probate a will executed by decedent on 13 June 1984. This will 
devised the majority of decedent’s estate to his two sons, Earl 
Thomas McCauley and the executor, and included a clause providing 
that decedent “deliberately made no provision herein for the benefit 
of my daughters.” 


On 22 March 1999 two of decedent’s daughters, Phyllis McCauley 
Thomas and Paige McCauley Stallings, filed a caveat alleging that 
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decedent duly executed a will in 1996 which revoked the 1984 will, 
although the caveators could not produce this later will. On 26 April 
1999 the trial court granted a motion to intervene as a caveator filed 
by Karen McCauley Thompson, another of decedent’s daughters. By 
order signed 26 April 1999, the trial court also designated Laurie J. 
McCauley, decedent’s remaining child, as a caveator. 


Following discovery, the executor! moved for summary judg- 
ment, arguing that he was entitled to judgment as a matter of law in 
that the caveators could not produce the actual revocatory writing. 
The caveators2 responded with their own motions for summary judg- 
ment on the basis that the undisputed evidence shows that the 1984 
will was revoked. The evidence based on depositions and affidavits 
is as follows. 


Neill Ross, an attorney who represented decedent in numerous 
matters, testified that in 1996 decedent discussed with Ross his desire 
to write a new will that divided his estate among his children equally. 
Ross has no memory regarding whether such a will was ever created 
and executed. However, Amber Shaw, Ross’ secretary at the time, tes- 
tified that she transcribed the new will from Ross’ taped dictation. 
She further testified that she remembered decedent telling her that he 
was creating the new will to treat all of his children equally. She also 
remembered receiving a copy of the 1984 will from decedent to 
ensure the proper spelling of names in the new will. Shaw testified 
that she read the will to decedent; that decedent executed the new 
will in front of two attesting witnesses, Beatrice Coats and another 
person whom Shaw could not recall]; and that Shaw then notarized all 
of the signatures. Coats, however, stated in her deposition that she 
has no memory of witnessing a will for decedent. In her affidavit and 
deposition, Shaw stated that the 1996 will contained a provision 
revoking all prior wills. 


Following decedent's death, two of the caveators went to Ross’ 
office to ask Shaw for a copy of the 1996 will. Shaw was unable to 
locate the document as all documents of continuing importance had 


1. Although both Max McCauley and his brother, Earl Thomas McCauley, are the 
propounders of the 1984 will, for clarity we refer to arguments supporting the 1984 will 
as being made by the executor. 


2. Although Thompson is more properly termed an intervenor caveator and is 
represented by separate counsel who has submitted a separate brief, for the sake of 
clarity, we refer to all of decedent’s daughters collectively as “the caveators.” Likewise, 
we treat the evidence and arguments presented by any caveator as being presented by 
the caveators collectively. 
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been sent to decedent when, at some time after executing the 1996 
will, decedent ended his attorney-client relationship with Ross and 
requested that all files be sent to decedent’s home. 


Based upon this evidence, the trial court denied the executor’s 
motion for summary judgment and granted summary judgment in 
favor of the caveators. The executor appealed, and the Court of 
Appeals affirmed the trial court’s judgment. In re Will of McCauley, 
147 N.C. App. 116, 120, 554 S.E.2d 13, 16 (2001). 


[1] Before this Court the executor argues that the trial court erred in 
granting the caveators’ motion for summary judgment and in denying 
the executor’s motion for summary judgment. In deciding whether 
summary judgment was appropriate, we must first consider whether 
the caveators can, as a matter of law, challenge the probated 1984 will 
without producing the alleged 1996 will and the attesting witnesses. 
The method for revoking a will is prescribed by N.C.G.S. § 31-5.1, 
which provides as follows: 


A written will, or any part thereof, may be revoked only 


(1) By a subsequent written will or codicil or other revo- 
catory writing executed in the manner provided herein 
for the execution of written wills, or 


(2) By being burnt, torn, canceled, obliterated, or 
destroyed, with the intent and for the purpose of 
revoking it, by the testator himself or by another per- 
son in his presence and by his direction. 


N.C.G.S. § 31-5.1 (2001). Before this Court the executor argues, as he 
did below, that the only evidence competent to show the due execu- 
tion of a revocatory writing is the writing itself. The executor con- 
tends that without the actual written revocation, the caveators cannot 
show its existence and validity. We disagree. 


In In re Will of Crawford, this Court considered testimony 
regarding a lost will that allegedly revoked the will offered for pro- 
bate. In re Will of Crawford, 246 N.C. 322, 325-26, 98 S.E.2d 29, 31-32 
(1957). Although the Court held that the later holographic will did not 
revoke the will offered for probate, id. at 326, 98 S.E.2d at 32, it did 
not do so on the basis that the actual will containing the revocation 
was not presented. Instead, the Court considered the testimony of the 
single witness and determined that the testimony was insufficient to 
establish all of the elements necessary to show that the later will was 
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duly executed. /d. Thus, this Court has implicitly held that production 
of the revocatory writing itself is not the only method to prove its 
existence and validity. Of note, N.C.G.S. § 31-5.1 was last amended in 
1953, four years before the decision in Crawford, and was applicable 
in Crawford. Moreover, prior case law allows proof of the due execu- 
tion and contents of a lost will by evidence other than production of 
the written will itself. In re Will of Hedgepeth, 150 N.C. 245, 251, 63 
S.E. 1025, 1027 (1909). 


In this case, the alleged revocatory writing is in a will that 
cannot be located. The party attempting to prove a lost will has the 
burden: 


(1) [To show t]he formal execution of the will, as prescribed by 
the statute. This he could do by calling the subscribing witnesses 
or[,] by accounting for their absence, resorting to the best com- 
petent evidence obtainable. (2) To show the contents of the will, 
if the original was not produced. This, as we have said, could be 
done by a single witness, if no other was obtainable. (3) To show 
that the original will was lost or had been destroyed otherwise 
than by the testatrix or with her consent or procurement. The will 
not being found, there is a presumption of fact that it was 
destroyed by the testator animo revocandt. 


Id. (citations omitted). The propounder of the lost will must also 
show that the testator is dead, id. at 250, 63 S.E. at 1027, and “that 
the instrument cannot be found after diligent search and inquiry,” In 
re Will of Wood, 240 N.C. 134, 137, 81 S.E.2d 127, 129 (1954). In the 
present case the parties do not dispute the testator’s death or that a 
diligent search has been made for the 1996 will; hence, the caveators 
as propounders of the lost will need only prove formal execution of 
the alleged 1996 will, show the contents of the will, and overcome the 
presumption of revocation. 


In an ordinary case, due execution is proven by the testimony of | 
the attesting witnesses, In re Will of Franks, 231 N.C. 252, 256, 56 
S.E.2d 668, 672 (1949), or by a self-proved will pursuant to N.C.G.S. 
§ 31-11.6. Proof of the execution of a will that is not self-proved ordi- 
narily requires the testimony of two attesting witnesses. However, if 
testimony of the attesting witnesses is unavailable, due execution of 
a will may still be proven. This Court has stated: 


“The law makes two subscribing witnesses to a will indispensable 
to its formal execution. But its validity does not depend solely 
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upon the testimony of the subscribing witnesses. If their memory 
fail, so that they forget the attestation, or they be so wanting in 
integrity as willfully to deny it, the will ought not to be lost, but 
its due execution and attestation should be found on other credi- 
ble evidence. And so the law provides.” 


In re Will of Redding, 216 N.C. 497, 498, 5 S.E.2d 544, 545 (1939) 
(quoting In re Will of Kelly, 206 N.C. 551, 553, 174 S.E. 453, 454-55 
(1934)). Likewise, if the attesting witnesses to a lost will “ ‘are 
dead, or their presence cannot for any valid reason be procured, 
the execution of the will may be proved by substitutionary evidence.’ 
1 Underhill Wills, sec. 274.” Hedgepeth, 150 N.C. at 249-50, 63 S.E. at 
1027. 


In this case one of the witnesses to the 1996 will has no memory 
of the event, and the identity of the second witness is unknown. The 
substitute evidence of due execution offered by the caveators is the 
testimony of Shaw, the secretary who discussed with the decedent 
the changes to be incorporated into the 1996 will, transcribed the 
1996 will, read the 1996 will to the decedent, and observed and nota- 
rized the signatures of the decedent and the two attesting witnesses. 
Other than testimony from the attesting witnesses, the absence of 
which is validly accounted for, this evidence is “the best competent 
evidence obtainable.” Jd. at 251, 63 S.E. at 1027. Accordingly, the 
caveators are not precluded as a matter of law from establishing due © 
execution of the lost 1996 will. 


[2] The executor contends that since the statute requires two attest- 
ing witnesses to make a valid will or revocatory writing, the testi- 
mony of one witness is not sufficient to prove a valid revocation. This 
argument blurs the distinction between what is required for duly exe- 
cuting a will and what is required for proving that a will was duly 
executed. While N.C.G.S. § 31-3.3 requires the signatures of two 
attesting witnesses for a will to be valid, our case law demonstrates 
that, once the will has been duly executed, other methods are avail- 
able to prove that execution by the testator before two attesting wit- 
nesses occurred. Thus, while only one attesting witness to a will 
would not be sufficient for valid execution, one witness’ testimony 
that the will was attested by two witnesses may be sufficient to show 
that the will was duly executed. 


The executor’s reliance on Crawford, 246 N.C. 322, 98 S.E.2d 29, 
to support his contention that more than one witness is necessary to 
prove due execution of a will is misplaced. While the Court in 
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Crawford did hold that the evidence was insufficient to prove that 
the lost will was properly executed, id. at 326, 98 S.E.2d at 32, it 
did not base this decision on the fact that all of the evidence was 
presented by only one witness. Rather, the Court noted that the evi- 
dence presented by that witness did not establish that there was a 
second attesting witness or that the holographic will in question 
was properly lodged for safekeeping. Jd. Thus, the Court based 
its holding that the second will was not duly executed, and there- 
fore “ineffective as a revocatory instrument,” id., not on the basis 
that only one witness testified to the execution, but on the basis that 
the evidence presented by that witness was insufficient to show due 
execution. 


Having determined that the testimony of one witness is sufficient 
to prove the due execution of a lost will, we need not address the 
caveators’ issue of whether evidence that the lost will was self-proved 
pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 31-11.6 is sufficient to show due execution. 


[3] The caveators contend that they seek only to prove that the 1996 
will existed and was duly executed rather than the contents of that 
lost will and that, thus, a holding that due execution may be proven 
by the testimony of one witness is dispositive of this appeal. 
Essentially, the caveators argue that this is not a lost will case in that 
they are not attempting to probate the 1996 will, but seek only to 
show the mere existence of that will. We disagree. 


Although a subsequent will frequently revokes all prior wills, a 
subsequent will does not as a matter of law revoke all prior wills. 


A will may be revoked by a subsequent instrument executed 
solely for that purpose, or by a subsequent will containing a 
revoking clause or provisions inconsistent with those of the pre- 
vious will, or by any of the other methods prescribed by law; but 
the mere fact that a second will was made, although it purports to 
be the last, does not create a presumption that it revokes or is 
inconsistent with one of prior date. 


In re Will of Wolfe, 185 N.C. 568, 565, 117 S.E. 804, 805-06 (1923). 
Thus, a mere showing that a later will existed has no legal effect, in 
itself, on the continued validity of the earlier will as the existence of 
a later will “does not create a presumption that it revokes” a prior 
will. Id. at 565, 117 S.E. at 806. To prevail on their claim the caveators 
must, therefore, prove that one of the provisions contained in the 
1996 will was a revocation of the 1984 will. Thus, the caveators are 
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mistaken in arguing that they need only prove due execution of the 
1996 will and not its contents. 


“*The contents of a lost will may be proved by evidence of a sin- 
gle witness, though interested, whose veracity and competency are 
unimpeached.’” Hedgepeth, 150 N.C. at 249, 63 S.E. at 1027 (quoting 
Sugden v. Lord St. Leonards, 1 P.D. 154 (1876)). Thus, the pro- 
pounder of a lost will has the burden “[t]o show the contents of the 
will, if the original was not produced. This, as we have said, could be 
done by a single witness, if no other was obtainable.” Jd. at 251, 63 
S.E. at 1027. In this case, Shaw testified that every will prepared by 
Ross’ office contained a revocation provision and that this will was 
no exception. Indeed, in her affidavit, Shaw states unequivocally that 
the 1996 will contained a revocation provision. As no other evidence 
of the content of the will is obtainable, the testimony of this one 
witness may be sufficient to show that the lost 1996 will contained a 
provision revoking all prior wills. 


[4] The final requirement under Hedgepeth is for the caveators to 
overcome the presumption that the testator destroyed the missing 
will animo revocandi, that is, with the intention to revoke it. The 
caveators make no argument in their briefs attempting to overcome 
this burden, and counsel concede that the caveators could not 
overcome such a presumption. However, given the unique status of 
revocation provisions in comparison to other provisions in a will, the 
presumption that a lost will was destroyed by the testator animo 
revocandi is immaterial with respect to a revocation provision con- 
tained in that missing will. Thus, to enforce the revocation clause in 
a lost will, the caveators must prove the inclusion of a revocation 
provision in the lost will; but they need not establish that the lost will 
is missing for a reason other than its destruction by the testator 
animo revocanat. 


Generally, the provisions of a will are ambulatory in nature, 
meaning that they speak only at the death of the testator; prior to the 
testator’s death these ambulatory provisions have no effect and can 
be modified by the testator at anytime. Rape v. Lyerly, 287 N.C. 601, 
—618, 215 S.E.2d 737, 748 (1975); In re Will of Bennett, 180 N.C. 5, 11, 
103 S.E. 917, 920 (1920). At common law revocation clauses were 
also deemed to be ambulatory. Accordingly, as a revocation clause 
did not speak until the testator’s death, destruction of a later will 
containing a revocation clause meant that the revocation clause 
never took effect. Hyatt v. Hyatt, 187 N.C. 118, 119, 120 S.E.2d 830, 
833 (1924) (holding that the revocation clause in a later will was 
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ambulatory and of no effect until the testator’s death); see also 1 
James B. McLaughlin, Jr. & Richard T. Bowser, Wiggins: Wills 
and Administration of Estates in North Carolina § 109(a) (4th ed. 
2000). | 


Modern jurisprudence, however, is that a revocation provision is 
not ambulatory; rather, a revocation clause takes effect immediately 
at the time of execution of the will as opposed to taking effect at the 
death of the testator. See, e.g., In re Will of Mitchell, 285 N.C. 77, 81, 
203 S.E.2d 48, 50 (1974) (“ ‘Revocation being a “thing done and com- 
plete” is not in its nature ambulatory.’ ”) (quoting In re Estate of 
Berger, 198 Cal. 103, 110, 243 P. 862, 865 (1926)). In In re Will of Farr, 
277 N.C. 86, 87, 175 S.E.2d 578, 579 (1970), the testator executed a will 
in 1961. The testator later executed a codicil, codicil five, revoking 
two articles of the 1961 will. Jd. at 88, 175 S.E.2d at 580. Subsequent 
to execution of codicil five, the testator executed codicil six, which 
revoked codicil five. Jd. Justice Sharp (later Chief Justice), writing 
for the Court, stated: 


The consequence of [the testator’s] fifth codicil... was to 
revoke Articles Four and Thirteen of the original will and to sub- 
stitute different provisions for them. The effect of the sixth codi- 
cil was to revoke the fifth. However, Articles Four and Thirteen of 
the will were not reinstated by the revocation of codicil No. 5 
which had nullified them. 


Id. at 91, 175 S.E.2d at 581. Further, “‘[uJnder statutes making re- 
execution essential to revival [of a revoked will], the mere revocation 
of the subsequent will does not revive a prior will, even though the 
testator so intended.’” Jd. at 91, 175 S.E.2d at 581-82 (quoting 95 
C.J.S. Wills § 301(8) (1957)). This analysis demonstrates that the 
revocation portion of codicil five became effective immediately at 
execution rather than at the testator’s death. Were the revocation pro- 
vision in the later codicil not effective until the testator’s death, 
revocation of codicil five would have negated the effect of the revo- 
cation provision in codicil five. Moreover, the statement that “revoca- 
tion of the subsequent will does not revive a prior will,” td. at 91, 175 
S.E.2d at 582, would have been unnecessary. Thus, the law is that . 
revocation clauses are not ambulatory and, unlike the other provi- 
sions of a will, are effective upon execution. Therefore, upon the 
due execution in conformity with applicable statutes of a will 
containing a provision revoking all prior wills, all prior wills are 
instantaneously revoked. 
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Once a will is revoked, it may not be revived by subsequent revo- 
cation of the revoking document; rather, it may be revived only by 
reexecution. N.C.G.S. § 31-5.8 (2001); Farr, 277 N.C. at 91, 175 S.E.2d 
at 581. Although a “layman, ignorant of [this rule], might be expected 
to assume that if he revoked [the revoking instrument] the revocation 
would revive those previously revoked provisions[,] . .. in the 
absence of fraud, a testator’s misunderstanding of the legal effect of 
a will or codicil will not ordinarily affect its validity.” Farr, 277 N.C. 
at 92, 175 S.E.2d at 582. 


Accordingly, in this case, if the 1996 will revoked the 1984 will, 
the 1984 will was not resurrected or revived by the revocation of the 
1996 will. Hence, as to the revocation provision, the presumption that 
the 1996 will was destroyed by the testator animo revocandi was 
immaterial as later revocation of the 1996 will would have no legal 
effect on the revoked status of the 1984 will. If the 1996 will was duly 
executed and contained a revocation clause, the fate of the 1984 will 
was sealed regardless of the testator’s subsequent intentions and 
actions regarding the 1996 will. 


Absent this presumption, the caveators need not prove why the 
will is unavailable. The caveators as propounders of a revocation pro- 
vision in a lost will need only show that the will was validly executed 
and the contents of the will, namely, the revocation clause. 


The caveators in this case seek only to prove the revocation pro- 
vision of the 1996 will. Based upon the intrinsically unique nature of 
a revocation provision as the only provision of a will that speaks 
before death, our holding is limited to permitting proof of the revoca- 
tion provision without proof of any other provisions. The question 
whether specific ambulatory provisions may be proven without proof 
of all ambulatory provisions in a lost will is not before the Court in 
this case and is not addressed. 


[5] Having determined that the caveators are not precluded as a mat- 
ter of law from challenging the 1984 probated will without producing 
the alleged 1996 lost will and the attesting witnesses, we must now 
address whether summary judgment for the caveators was appropri- 
ate in this case. Rule 56(c) of the North Carolina Rules of Civil 
Procedure provides that summary judgment will be granted “if the 
pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on 
file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine 
issue as to any material fact and that any party is entitled to a judg- 
ment as a matter of law.” N.C.G.S. § 1A-1, Rule 56(c) (2001). Further, 
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the nonmoving party may not rely on the mere allegations and denials 
in his pleadings but must by affidavit, or other means provided in the 
Rules, set forth specific facts showing a genuine issue of fact for the 
jury; otherwise, “summary judgment, if appropriate, shall be entered 
against [the nonmoving party].” N.C.G.S. § I1A-1, Rule 56(e). 
Interpreting the criteria for summary judgment, this Court has 
stated that 


[t]lo be entitled to summary judgment the movant must... suc- 
ceed on the basis of his own materials. He must show that there 
are no genuine issues of fact; that there are no gaps in his proof; 
that no inferences inconsistent with his recovery arise from his 
evidence; and that there is no standard that must be applied to 
the facts by the jury. 


kidd v. Early, 289 N.C. 343, 370, 222 S.E.2d 392, 410 (1976). 


In this proceeding the burden of proof is on the caveators to 
show the due execution and contents of a lost will by clear, strong, 
and convincing proof. Williams v. Blue Ridge Bldg. & Loan Ass’n, 
207 N.C. 362, 364, 177 S.E. 176, 177 (1934) (stating that the degree of 
proof necessary to prove the terms of a lost will is clear, strong, and 
cogent proof). The phrase “clear, strong, and cogent” means such evi- 
dence as “ ‘should fully convince.’ ” Jd. (quoting Greenleaf-Johnson 
Lumber Co. v. Leonard, 145 N.C. 339, 344, 59 S.E. 134, 135 (1907)). 
This standard of proof is also referred to as “clear, strong, and con- 
vincing.” McCorkle v. Beatty, 226 N.C. 338, 342, 38 S.E.2d 102, 105 
(1946). 


Applying these principles to the present case, we conclude that 
summary judgment for the caveators could not appropriately be 
granted. The evidence reflects that the attorney did not recall dictat- 
ing the 1996 will and that Coats, one of the alleged attesting wit- 
nesses, did not remember witnessing the will. This evidence permits 
inferences inconsistent with the caveators’ recovery. See Kidd, 289 
N.C. at 370, 222 S.E.2d at 410. Further, the clear, strong, and convinc- 
ing standard must be applied to the evidence by a jury. Jd. The mere 
fact that the executor could not produce affidavits to rebut Shaw’s 
testimony does not require the trial court to assign credibility to the 
caveators’ supporting affidavits and deposition testimony. See Id. If 
there is any question that can be resolved only by the weight of the 
evidence, summary judgment should be denied. Moore v. Fieldcrest 
Mills, Inc., 296 N.C. 467, 470, 251 S.E.2d 419, 422 (1979). In this case 
one witness’ testimony is pivotal in determining whether the 1996 
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missing will was ever made, whether two witnesses attested the will, 
whether decedent signed the will, and whether the will contained a 
revocation clause. Whether the evidence on these questions is clear, 
strong, and convincing is for the jury to decide. 


The caveators contend that the executor stipulated that the 1996 
will was validly executed and contained a revocation provision. In his 
motion, the executor states that the propounders of the 1984 will 


hereby move for summary judgment in that the discovery ma- 
terials and pleadings in this action show that no document exists 
which revokes the last will of [decedent] dated June 13, 1984, and 
that the propounders of this will are entitled to judgment as a 
matter of law. 


This motion, along with the entire record before us, shows that 
the executor argued that the only way to prove the revocation of 
the 1984 will was to present the written revocation itself. In this 
context, any stipulations made by the executor as to Shaw’s testi- 
mony and the due execution and content of the 1996 will were an 
acknowledgment that these facts were immaterial, not that they 
were undisputed. Determination of the due execution and content 
of the 1996 will is essential to the outcome of this case. The execu- 
tor’s stipulation that such a determination is immaterial is, therefore, 
irrelevant. 


We are mindful that fraud is always a concern in cases such as 
this one, but we believe our holding today strikes a balance between 
the competing interests likely to engage in fraud. Were we to adopt 
the rule espoused by the executor, that only the written revocation 
itself can prove revocation, a malfeasant devisee or beneficiary who 
destroyed a revoking document in order to receive benefits under the 
revoked will would likely not be challenged. Furthermore, such a rule 
would flaunt the intention of N.C.G.S. 8 31-5.1 in that it would allow, 
de facto, the revival of the revoked will. Conversely, our ruling today 
does not foreclose the possibility of fraud by an heir at law’s fabri- 
cating a revocation to create intestacy; however, the trial process 
with the requirement that proof be clear, strong, and convincing pro- 
vides the crucible in which to test the truthfulness of the testimony 
and safeguard against such fraud. 


For the foregoing reasons, we hold that the Court of Appeals 
erred in affirming the trial court’s entry of summary judgment for the 
caveators and that the trial court properly denied the executor’s 
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motion for summary judgment. Accordingly, we remand this case to 
the Court of Appeals for further remand to the trial court for further 
proceedings not inconsistent with this opinion. 


REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


MORRIS COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION, D/B/A FAIRWAY OUTDOOR ADVER- 
TISING; OUTDOOR COMMUNICATIONS, INC.; AnD MAPLE COVE, INC. v. THE 
CITY OF ASHEVILLE, A NoRTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 


No. 553PA01 
(Filed 28 June 2002) 


Zoning— text amendment—off-premises signs—timeliness— 
sufficiency and percentage of protest petitions 
Defendant city improperly adopted a text amendment to a 
zoning ordinance regulating the size of off-premises signs for out- 
door advertising without first considering the effect of protest 
petitions, timely filed under state law, from specific citizens 
affected by and opposed to the proposed zoning change, and the 
city 1s required to answer the following questions to determine 
the sufficiency and percentage of the protest petitions to force 
the city into a three-fourths favorable vote before effecting the 
proposed change, including: (1) determining the aggregate 
acreage of lots with existing nonconforming, off-premises signs 
within the jurisdiction; (2) totaling the aggregate acreage of those 
owners who properly filed protest petitions with regard to the 
ordinance; and (3) determining if the percentage of those who 
properly filed protest petitions with regard to the ordinance con- 
stitutes twenty percent or more of the aggregate acreage with 
existing nonconforming off-premises signs. 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 145 N.C. App. 597, 551 S.E.2d 
008 (2001), affirming in part, reversing in part, and remanding in part 
an order for summary judgment entered 27 September 1999, by 
Caviness, J., in Superior Court, Buncombe County. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 11 March 2002. 
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Van Winkle, Buck, Wall, Starnes and Davis, PA., by Albert L. 
Sneed and Craig D. Justus, for plaintiff-appellant Morris 
Communications, Inc.; and Long, Parker, Warren & Jones, PA., 
by Robert B. Long, Jr., and Philip S. Anderson, for plaintiff- 
appellants Outdoor Communications, Inc., and Maple Cove, 
Ine. 


Roberts & Stevens, PA., by Sarah Patterson Brison Meldrum; 
Hamilton Gaskins Fay & Moon, PLLC, by Robert C. Stephens; 
and Robert W. Oast, Jr., City Attorney, for defendant-appellee. 


ORR, Justice. 


This appeal arises from a dispute concerning a text amendment 
to a zoning ordinance enacted by defendant, the City of Asheville. 
Plaintiffs, whose general collective interest is in outdoor advertising 
signs that are directly affected by the amendment, argue that the 
City’s actions were improper because the zoning change was 
approved without regard to applicable state legislative mandates. In 
particular, plaintiffs contend that the City improperly adopted the 
amendment at issue without first considering the effect of protest 
petitions, timely filed under state law, from specific citizens affected 
by and opposed to the proposed zoning change. We agree. 


As introduction, a chronological overview of the City’s off- 
premises sign regulations is instructive and reveals the following: In 
1977, the City adopted zoning rules that regulated the use of off- 
premises signs—in essence, signs used for the purpose of advertising 
a business, product, or service that are located in a place other than 
the site of the business being advertised. The regulations permitted 
such signs in all commercial and industrial zoning districts, subject to 
area (square footage) and height limitations. The regulations also 
provided that any existing signs that exceeded the area and height 
limitations by more than ten percent would be considered “noncon- 
forming.” However, all existing, nonconforming signs were also 
“grandfathered” in by the regulations, allowing them to remain in 
place so long as they were not significantly altered. 


The 1977 regulations stood until August of 1990, when the City 
enacted three relevant amendments. The substance of the changes 
included: (1) reducing the area and height limitations of all off- 
premises signs, (2) requiring that existing nonconforming signs 
either be brought into compliance or be removed (amortized) 
within five years, and (8) requiring that previously conforming 
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signs that were rendered nonconforming under the 1990 regulations 
either be brought into compliance or removed (amortized) within 
seven years. 


In 1995, the City again amended its regulations by allowing off- 
premises signs that conformed with the 1977 rules to avoid amortiza- 
tion requirements. The City then extended the protection for such 
signs in May 1997, when it repealed its zoning laws and enacted in 
their stead chapter 7 of the Unified Development Ordinance. 


Thus, in Summary review, as of May 1997, all off-premises 
signs that were specifically rendered nonconforming by the 1990 
regulations were free to remain in perpetuity, absent significant 
alteration. 


However, just six months later, in November 1997, the City again 
changed its position on off-premises signs and adopted, by a 4 to 3 
vote, a zoning amendment that effectively required all nonconform- 
ing, off-premises signs to be either brought into compliance with cur- 
rent regulations or removed by 25 November 2004. Asheville, N.C. 
Code of Ordinances § 7-13-8(d)(2) (Nov. 25, 1997) [hereinafter 
“Ordinance 2427”]. 


In response, plaintiffs filed suit, claiming that Ordinance 2427 had 
been enacted in violation of N.C.G.S. 88 160A-385 and 160A-386, 
thereby making it invalid. Specifically, plaintiffs contended: (1) pur- , 
suant to the aforementioned statutes, the City was in timely receipt of 
the requisite petitions protesting Ordinance 2427 prior to its passage; 
(2) upon such timely receipt of an ample number of protest petitions 
opposing the ordinance, the city council was then required to reach a 
three-fourths favorable vote in order to pass Ordinance 2427; and (3) 
by failing to give effect to the ample number of timely filed protest 
petitions, the city council acted contrary to the mandates of the appli- 
cable statutes when it passed Ordinance 2427 by a simple majority 
vote. Plaintiffs moved for summary judgment on this issue, arguing 
that there was adequate documentary evidence showing that the city 
council’s majority vote was invalid as a matter of law. The trial court 
ultimately granted the motion alter concluding that plaintiffs had 
demonstrated that the timely filed protest petitions met the require- 
ment to trigger the three-fourths favorable vote. On appeal, the Court 
of Appeals reversed on the issue, holding that the trial court had used 
improper criteria in calculating the legal effect of the protest peti- 
tions filed with the City. The Court of Appeals then remanded the 
case to the trial court with instructions to recalculate the effect of the 
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protest petitions using a provided formula. Because plaintiffs cannot 
prevail under the formula mandated by the Court of Appeals, they 
petitioned this Court for further review. 


In their appeal to this Court, plaintiffs initially contend that the 
trial court correctly limited the class of lot owners included in the 
zoning change at issue to those immediately affected by any such 
change. Plaintiffs additionally argue that the Court of Appeals erred 
by expanding the trial court’s class of lot owners to include those 
who might be affected if the City were to modify its zoning ordi- 
nances in the future. We agree with both contentions, and for the rea- 
sons outlined below, we expressly reverse those portions of the Court 
of Appeals’ holding that may be construed to enlarge the class of lot 
owners included in the zoning change at issue beyond any lot owners 
who are subject to its immediate impact. 


The issue we confront appears to be one of first impression in 
this jurisdiction, and the controlling law can be generally summarized 
as follows: Under state law, when lot owners comprising at least 
twenty percent of the area subject to a proposed zoning amendment 
file protests opposing the proposed change, local governments are 
then required to approve such amendments by no less than a three- 
fourths favorable vote. We note, however, that it is not the overall 
process as described that is in dispute. Rather, the two-part question 
we must address focuses narrowly on a particular step in the process, 
namely, how to determine who, under the facts of this case, consti- 
tutes those persons affected by a zoning change and what constitutes 
twenty percent of their ranks. 


In the fall of 1997, the Asheville City Council made public a zon- 
ing amendment proposal concerning off-premises signs that did not 
conform to size restrictions. The amendment, Ordinance 2427, 
included a specific provision that would require all existing noncon- 
forming signs to either come into compliance or be removed by 25 
November 2004. At the time Ordinance 2427 was announced, numer- 
ous nonconforming, off-premises signs stood within the City’s juris- 
diction, having been “grandfathered” in under zoning changes 
enacted in the past. 


Upon learning of the City’s sunset proposal for the nonconform- 
ing signs, affected opponents of the ordinance (the “owners”—those 
lot owners within “the area of lots included in the proposed change”) 
banded together in order to oppose its passage. Acting pursuant to 
N.C.G.S. § 1604-385, the group, including plaintiffs, submitted to the 
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City numerous petitions protesting the ordinance as proposed. Under 
the statute, if a certain percentage of affected property owners file 
protests against a proposed change, a three-fourths favorable vote by 
the city council is required to effect such change. Plaintiffs contend 
that the petitions filed represent a sufficient percentage to force a 
three-fourths vote. In order to assess their contention, we turn to the 
specific language of the statute, which reads as follows: 


Zoning regulations and restrictions and zone boundaries may 
from time to time be amended, supplemented, changed, modified 
or repealed. In case, however, of a protest against such change, 
signed by the owners of twenty percent (20%) or more... of the 
area of lots included in a proposed change, ... an amendment 
shall not become effective except by the favorable vote of three- 
fourths of all the members of the city council. 


N.C.G.S. § 160A-385(a) (1999). Thus, under the statutory provisions, 
we must ultimately determine whether the protest petitions filed with 
regard to Ordinance 2427 represent “owners of twenty percent (20%) 
or more... of the area of lots included in the proposed change.”! 


iF 


In order to calculate a percentage of a particular group, we must 
first determine who comprises the group itself. Here, the statute 
defines the group as “owners... of the area of lots included in the 
proposed change.” The group, therefore, consists of persons or en- 
tities who own lots within the areas subject to the proposed change’s 
effects. 


A careful reading of Ordinance 2427 reveals that the only imme- 
diate and actual effect of the proposed change at issue would be the 
elimination of existing, previously “grandfathered” signs that are also 
both nonconforming and off-premises. Thus, we preliminarily con- 
clude that only lot owners who had existing signs subject to the pro- 
posal qualify as members of the group. A further inquiry as to what 
other lot owners might qualify for the group reveals there are none. 
Lot owners within the City’s jurisdiction who have existing off- 
premises signs that comply with zoning rules fail to qualify for the 


1. We observe that the subject matter at issue here, i.e., nonconforming signs, 
does not readily lend itself to the general applicability of this statute, wherein the area 
of the lots affected is a determinative factor. The area of the lots “included in a pro- 
posed change” has little, if anything, to do with a nonconforming sign, which could as 
easily sit on a tiny strip of land as on a five-acre fot. 
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group because their signs conform, rendering their respective lots 
unaffected by the proposed change. Likewise, lot owners within the 
City’s jurisdiction who are eligible to erect off-premises signs but who 
have not yet done so fail to qualify for the group because they have 
no existing signs at all, and thus their lots are also not “included in the 
proposed change.”2 Lastly, we consider whether all lot owners within 
areas zoned for off-premises signs should be made eligible for the 
group because unknown future actions by the city council may ren- 
der their once-conforming signs nonconforming. In our view, the 
prospect for an unspecified zoning change at some time in the 
future has no bearing on the circumstances here. At issue is an ordi- 
nance that, if enacted, triggers an immediate effect, namely, the 
required amortization of existing, off-premises signs that are noncon- 
forming. It has no effect whatsoever on any signs that may be erected 
and subsequently become nonconforming due to future changes in 
the ordinance. 


In Godfrey v. Zoning Bd. of Adjust. of Union Cty., 317 N.C. 51, 
344 $.E.2d 272 (1986), this Court concluded that a structure not in 
existence on the effective date of a zoning amendment does not con- 
stitute a nonconforming use, and adopted the view of the 
Pennsylvania Supreme Court, which said that “{blefore a supposed 
nonconforming use may be protected, it must exist somewhere out- 
side the property owner’s mind.” /d. at 57, 344 S.E.2d at 276 (quoting 
Cook v. Bensalem Township Bd. of Adjustment, 413 Pa. 175, 179, 196 
A.2d 327, 330 (1963). Likewise, before a supposed nonconforming use 
may be eliminated, it must exist somewhere outside the zoning 
authority’s mind. Therefore, property owners who can merely con- 
tend that their lots may be similarly affected in the future have no 
lots that are “included in the proposed change” at hand. As a result, 
such lot owners cannot be included in the group. To hold otherwise 
would require that a protest petition grouping consist of all lot own- 
ers within a zoning jurisdiction since, at any later time, a similar 
change affecting them could take place. Such an interpretation is 
obviously not what the General Assembly intended when it enacted 


2. We note, too, that lot owners located in areas permitting off-premises 
signs who either (1) have no off-premises signs, or (2) have only signs that conform 
to zoning rules cannot claim to be group eligible by virtue of a “grandfathered” right 
{to erect nonconforming signs in the future. No lot owner possesses such a right un- 
der the city code. Past “grandfathering” pertained exclusively to existing signs that 
were both off-premises and nonconforming. Moreover, no provision of the code allows 
lot owners to erect off-premises signs that do not conform. Thus, with no option to 
erect nonconforming signs, such owners are without lots “inclided in the proposed 
change.” 
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the protest petition statutes, which specifically refer to lot owners 
“included in the proposed change” at issue. 


A review of our tally shows then that for purposes of the statute, 
the group of lot owners included in the proposed change is limited to 
those select lot owners who had existing, nonconforming, off- 
premises signs at the time Ordinance 2427 was announced. 


We recognize that determining the number of lot owners included 
in a proposed zoning change will not always necessitate such a 
detailed accounting of eligible protest petitioners. Simply put, the rel- 
evant portion of Ordinance 2427 deals directly with the amortization 
of in-place, off-premises signs that do not conform to size require- 
ments. The only signs affected by the ordinance’s reach are those that 
have been previously “grandfathered” in by the City’s zoning author- 
ity. AS aresult, only those lot owners who have such signs can be con- 
sidered as “included in [the] proposed change.” Thus, in sum, we 
emphasize that this is less a complex case commanding resolu- 
tion through narrow statutory constructs than it is a case of narrow 
circumstance. 


Having determined then the formula for calculating those lot 
owners included in the proposed zoning change, we next turn to 
applying it to the appropriate owners in the instant case. However, 
from the outset, we note that a careful reading of the record renders 
this Court unable to do so based upon the evidence in the record. 
Most importantly, we are unable to ascertain from the record pre- 
cisely which lot owners are involved in the proposed change, an omis- 
sion that prevents us from calculating the requisite twenty percent of 
their number. At various points, the record reflects that there are 
seventy-eight existing signs that will be affected by the proposed 
change delineated in the ordinance at issue. However, the number of 
signs is of little practical use since the formula for calculating 
affected “grandfathered” owners is based on the acreage of their 
respective lots, not on the number of signs. As for determining the 
total acreage of lots “included in the proposed change,” the numbers 
proffered by the parties and used by the Court of Appeals provide no 
assistance, Each of the parties and the Court of Appeals seem to 
agree that at the time of the proposed ordinance there were 4,928 
acres zoned to permit “off-premises” signs within the jurisdiction.? All 


3. In its decision, the Court of Appeals held that the 4,928-acre area zoned to 
permit off-premises signs also served as the total “area of lots included in the pro- 
posed change.” The City, on appeal to this Court, concurs with the Court of Appeals 
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equally concur that, at the same time, there were 243.89 acres of lots 
on which such “off-premises” signs actually stood. However, neither 
figure is adequate for purposes of determining which lots were 
included in the proposed change because the figure needed must be 
drawn from those lots supporting existing “off-premises” signs that 
are also nonconforming, the only group of signs immediately 
affected by the relevant portions of Ordinance 2427. 


Even the trial court was not immune from adding to the confu- 
sion. In its order granting partial summary judgment in favor of plain- 
tiffs, the trial court described the area included in the proposed 
change as “the lots upon which off-premises signs affected by the 
seven (7) year amortization provisions of Ordinance 2427 were 
located at the time of its passage.” While we recognize that the trial 
court’s description of the areas impacted by the ordinance ostensibly 
encompasses the thrust of this Court’s parameters, we also note that 
the order is silent as to a tally of the acreage of lots so qualified. Thus, 
despite the efforts of all involved, we are still left without the num- 
bers necessary to apply the required formula. As a result, in order to 
proceed with the reenactment of the ordinance, the City would have 
to make the following preliminary calculations: (1) determine, first, 
the aggregate acreage of lots with existing nonconforming, off- 
premises signs within the jurisdiction; (2) total the aggregate acreage 
of those owners who properly filed protest petitions with regard to 
the ordinance;4 and (3) determine if the percentage of those who 
properly filed protest petitions with regard to the ordinance consti- 
tutes twenty percent or more of the aggregate acreage with existing 
nonconforming, off-premises signs (as calculated in number (1), 
above). 


The answers to the three calculations can then collectively serve 
to provide the City with the information it needs in order to proceed 
with its enactment of the proposed ordinance, namely whether: (1) 
plaintiffs have satisfied the requirements of the protest petition 
statute, and (2) the city council is required to reach a three-fourths 
vote in order to enact the proposed ordinance. 


holding and urges us to adopt the 4,928-acre zone as the basis for our calculations. 
We decline to do so, however, for the reasons cited in the remainder of part I of this 
opinion. 


4. The guidelines for determining the accuracy, sufficiency and timeliness of 
protest petitions is detailed in part II of this opinion, supra. 
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IT. 


We next examine the issue of whether the City failed to carry out 
its “affirmative duty to determine the sufficiency, timeliness, and per- 
centage of the protest [petitions] and to call forthe vote that the law 
required.” Unruh v. City of Asheville, 97 N.C. App. 287, 290, 388 
S.E.2d. 235, 237, disc. rev. denied, 326 N.C. 487, 3891 S.E.2d 813 (1990). 
In essence, Unruh spells out a zoning authority’s responsibilities for 
any petitions that may be filed in opposition to a proposed zoning 
change. Upon receipt of such petitions, a zoning authority, or its 
agents, is obliged to log them, to determine whether they were timely 
filed, and to make calculations aimed at determining whether the 
number of petitions received constitute an adequate protest group. 
See generally id.; see also N.C.G.S. § 160A-385(a). 


In the case sub judice, the trial court concluded that there were 
lingering disputes as to “whether or not the City of Asheville carried 
out its duties under the protest petition law as mandated by Unruh.” 
As a consequence of so finding, the trial court ordered that such dis- 
putes must be resolved at trial, and further ordered that evidence or 
argument “as to the validity of the protest petitions” could not be 
foreclosed. Upon review of the trial court’s order, the Court of 
Appeals unanimously concluded that “we cannot hold as a matter of 
law that the City failed to meet its affirmative duties under Unruh.” 
Morris Communications Corp. v. City of Asheville, 145 N.C. App. 
597, 608, 551 S.E.2d 508, 516 (2001). Thus, to this point, the issue of 
whether the City met its Unruh obligations has yet to be decided. 


We note from the outset that the question of whether or not 
the City has satisfied its affirmative duties under Unruh is a corollary 
of the primary issue in this case: Were the protest petitions filed 
sufficient to force the City into a three-fourths favorable vote in 
order to effect the proposed zoning change? We also note that the 
proper application of the formula outlined in part I, supra, will simul- 
taneously provide the evidence needed to show whether a zoning 
authority has indeed met its Unruh obligations, which are to deter- 
mine (1) the sufficiency, (2) the timeliness, and (3) the percentage of 
the protest petitions on file. Unruh, 97 N.C. App. at 290, 388 S.E.2d. 
at 237. 


Once the City calculates the total acreage of those affected by the 
proposed change, using the formula as outlined in part I, supra, it 
must next determine if the protest petitions on file constitute the nec- 
essary twenty percent minimum of that total acreage. Thus, for pur- 
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poses of Unruh, the “percentage of the protest petitions” will then be 
determined, which in turn allows for a calculation as to whether that 
percentage is quantitatively sufficient to warrant a three-fourths vote 
in order to enact the zoning change. Moreover, the process of impos- 
ing the formula as described in part I, supra, simultaneously forces 
the City to assess “the accuracy of the petitions’—thereby fulfilling 
the Unruh requirement that all protest petitions prove qualitatively 
suffictent—by weeding out any petitions from persons who do not 
qualify under the protester criteria. See id. (holding that it is the zon- 
ing authority’s statutory duty to conduct such petition evaluations); 
see also N.C.G.S. § 160A-385 (providing that qualifying protesters are 
expressly limited to those persons “included in the proposed 
change”); and part I of this opinion, swpra (describing, for the pur- 
poses of this case, the process of how persons may be qualified as 
being “included in the proposed change” under Ordinance 2427). In 
general, such evaluations for qualitative sufficiency will also include 
assessing the tvmeliness of protest petitions received, but it was not 
necessary to conduct such an inquiry in the instant case because both 
parties conceded that the petitions on record were received by the 
City in timely fashion. 


With regard to the petitions at issue, the City has heretofore sat- 
isfied only the témeliness prong of the Unruh inquiry. The formula for 
determining their accuracy, as supplied in part I, supra, has never 
even been applied to the petitions at issue. As a result, the City has 
failed to meet its affirmative duty to determine either the sufficiency 
or percentage of the protest petitions submitted, an abrogation that 
necessarily “render[{s] the [enacted] ordinance invalid on its face.” 
See Unruh, 97 N.C. App. at 290, 388 S.E.2d at 237 (concluding that 
the protest petition statute plainly provides that a comprehensive 
review of protest petitions shall include an assessment of their 
“timeliness,” “sufficiency,” and “percentage,” and holding that a zon- 
ing entity’s failure to conduct such inquiry into submitted protest 
petitions invalidates the ordinance as enacted). Thus, because the 
City here conducted both an incomplete and inaccurate review of 
the submitted petitions protesting the ordinance at issue, we reverse 
the Court of Appeals and hold that any and all portions of Or- 
dinance 2427 that impose compliance deadlines on existing non- 
conforming, off-premises signs are invalid as enacted by a 4 to 3 vote 
of the city council. 


REVERSED. 
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JOHN MALLOY, p/B/A THE DOGWOOD GUN CLUB vy. ROY COOPER, ATTORNEY GENERAL 
FOR THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA; DAV]D R. WATERS, DISTRICT ATTORNEY FOR THE 
9TH PROSECUTORIAL DISTRICT; DAVID S. SMITH, SHERIFF OF GRANVILLE COUNTY; 
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


No. 595PA01 
(Filed 28 June 2002) 


Declaratory Judgments—constitutionality of criminal statute— 
jurisdiction 
The trial court had jurisdiction to grant a declaratory 
judgment determining the constitutionality of the cruelty to ani- 
mals statute, N.C.G.S. § 14-360, prior to prosecution where the 
district attorney notified plaintiff that he considered plaintiff's 
annual pigeon shoot to be a violation of the statute. The case 
presents an actual controversy between parties with adverse 
interests and plaintiff sufficiently alleged imminent prosecution 
and that he stands to lose fundamental human rights and property 
interests if the statute is enforced and is later determined to be 
unconstitutional. 


On writ of certiorari pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-32(b) of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 146 N.C. App. 66, 551 S.E.2d 
911 (2001), reversing an order entered 9 May 2000 by Spencer, J., in 
Superior Court, Granville County. Heard in the Supreme Court 15 
April 2002. 


Tharrington Smith, L.L.P., by Roger W. Smith; and Greenberg 
Traurig, LLP, by C. Allen Foster, for plaintiff-appellant. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by John J. Aldridge, III, Special 
Deputy Attorney General, for defendant-appellees Roy Cooper, 
Attorney General for the State of North Carolina; David R. 
Waters, District Attorney for the 9th Prosecutorial District; and 
the State of North Carolina. 


Parker, Poe, Adams & Bernstein, L.L.P., by Cynthia L. Wittmer, 
on behalf of the North Carolina Network for Animals; Justice 
for Animals; the Fund for Animals, Inc.; and the Humane 
Society of the United States, amici curvae. 
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PARKER, Justice. 


On 3 March 1999 plaintiff instituted this action for declaratory 
judgment against defendants Roy Cooper!, Attorney General for the 
State of North Carolina; David R. Waters, District Attorney for the 
Ninth Prosecutorial District; David S. Smith, Sheriff of Granville 
County; and the State of North Carolina. The issue before this Court 
is whether the Court of Appeals erred in holding that the trial court 
lacked jurisdiction and should have dismissed plaintiff's declaratory 
judgment action under North Carolina Rule of Civil Procedure 
12(b)(1). The uncontroverted facts are as follows. 


Plaintiff is a resident of Granville County, North Carolina, and 
owns an unincorporated business operating under the name 
“Dogwood Gun Club.” Twice a year plaintiff sponsors a pigeon 
shoot, known as “The Dogwood Invitational,” on his private land in 
Granville County. Plaintiff has sponsored, organized, and operated 
the pigeon shoots since 1987. Contestants participate by invitation 
only, and each contestant pays $275.00 per day to participate. 
According to plaintiff's response to interrogatories, the pigeon shoot 
is conducted as follows: “Each contestant faces a ring. Inside the ring 
are a number of boxes which are opened on cue. An individual ferel 
[sic] pigeon flies from a particular box. The feral pigeon serves as a 
target at which the contestant shoots.” The last two pigeon shoots 
conducted before institution of this action utilized approximately 
40,000 pigeons each. Pigeons that are killed by the contestants are 
buried, whereas pigeons that are merely injured are “dispatched 
promptly” and buried. Plaintiff claims to have spent $500,000 in capi- 
tal improvements to his land to further the pigeon shoots and further 
claims that the pigeon shoots provide approximately fifty percent of 
his net income. 


In response to interrogatories, plaintiff answered that the Dis- 
trict Attorney for the Ninth Prosecutorial District, which covers 
Granville County, “notified the Plaintiff, through counsel, that he 
considers the conduct at the Dogwood Invitational to be in violation 
of amended N.C.G.S. § 14-360 [entitled “Cruelty to animals; construc- 
tion of section”] and that if given the opportunity, he will prosecute 
the Plaintiff.” Thus, the District Attorney appears to have determined 


1. The complaint names “Michael F. Easley, Attorney General for the State of 
North Carolina,” as a defendant. However, as Michael F. Easley no longer holds that 
office, Roy Cooper, the current Attorney General, is automatically substituted as a 
party pursuant to Rule 38(c) of the North Carolina Rules of Appellate procedure. 
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that the 1998 amendments to the statute, see Act of Oct. 30, 1998, ch. 
212, sec. 17.16(c), 1997 N.C. Sess. Laws 937, 1192, brought plaintiff's 
pigeon shoots within the purview of the statute. After re- 
ceiving this threat of prosecution, plaintiff filed the complaint for 
declaratory judgment praying the trial court to declare that plaintiff's 
pigeon shoots do not violate the statute; that the statute is unconsti- 
tutional as applied to plaintiff; that the statute is unconstitutionally 
vague; and that defendants be enjoined from enforcing the statute 
against plaintiff. 


On 9 May 2000 the trial court denied defendants’ motion to dis- 
miss pursuant to North Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) 
and 12(b)(6), and for summary judgment pursuant to Rule 56 as to the 
misdemeanor portion of N.C.G.S. 3 14-360. Further, the trial court 
granted summary judgment in favor of plaintiff as to the mis- 
demeanor portion of N.C.G.S. § 14-860, decreeing that portion 
“constitutionally deficient and void.” Accordingly, the trial court 
permanently enjoined defendants from enforcing that portion of the 
statute against plaintiff. 


A unanimous panel of the Court of Appeals reversed the trial 
court’s ruling. Malloy v. Easley, 146 N.C. App. 66, 74, 551 S.E.2d 911, 
916 (2001). The Court of Appeals held that the action was beyond the 
scope of the Declaratory Judgment Act, N.C.G.S. ch. 1, art. 26 (2001), 
and, therefore, should have been dismissed pursuant to Rule 12(b)(1) 
of the North Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure. Malloy, 146 N.C. App. 
at 74, 551 S.E.2d at 916. In reaching its holding, the Court of Appeals 
determined that the issues raised “necessarily involve questions of 
fact as well as questions of law,” zd. at 72, 551 S.E.2d at 915, and that 
plaintiff failed to establish that prosecution would result in loss of 
fundamental human rights or property interests, td. at 73, 551 S.E.2d 
at 915-16. This Court allowed plaintiff's petition for writ of certiorari 
to review the decision of the Court of Appeals. 


The sole issue before this Court is whether jurisdiction exists to 
grant a declaratory judgment regarding the constitutionality of the 
statute in question. Whether a court has jurisdiction is a question of 
law determinable by this Court on appeal. See, e.g., Union Carbide 
Corp. v. Davis, 253 N.C. 324, 327, 116 S.E.2d 792, 794 (1960); see also 
Lemmerman v. A.T. Williams Oil Co., 318 N.C. 577, 580, 350 S.E.2d 
83, 85 (1986). The Declaratory Judgment Act states that courts “shall 
have power to declare rights, status, and other legal relations, 
whether or not further relief is or could be claimed.” N.C.GS. § 1-253. 
Accordingly, any person “whose rights, status or other legal relations 
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are affected by a statute ... may have determined any question of 
construction or validity arising under the... statute... and obtain a 
declaration of rights, status, or other legal relations thereunder.” 
N.C.G.S. § 1-254. 


a 


However, “‘the apparent broad terms of the [Declaratory 
Judgment Act] do not confer upon the court unlimited jurisdiction of 
a merely advisory nature to construe and declare the law.’ ” State ex 
rel. Edmisten v. Tucker, 312 N.C. 326, 338, 323 S.E.2d 294, 303 (1984) 
(quoting Town of Tryon v. Duke Power Co., 222 N.C. 200, 203, 22 
S.E.2d 450, 452 (1942)). Thus, “jurisdiction under the Declaratory 
Judgment Act may be invoked only in a case in which there is an 
actual or real existing controversy between parties having adverse 
interests in the matter in dispute.” Tucker, 312 N.C. at 338, 323 S.E.2d 
at 303. 


Persons directly and adversely affected by the decision may 
be expected to analyze and bring to the attention of the court all 
facets of a legal problem. Clear and sound judicial decisions may 
be expected when specific legal problems are tested by fire in the 
crucible of actual controversy. So-called friendly suits, where, 
regardless of form, all parties seek the same result, are “quick- 
sands of the law.” | 


City of Greensboro v. Wall, 247 N.C. 516, 520, 101 S.E.2d 413, 416-17 
(1958). 


The case before us presents an actual existing controversy 
between parties with adverse interests. The uncontroverted evidence 
shows that plaintiff conducted the pigeon shoots in a substantially 
identical manner twice a year for twelve years before filing this 
action. No question is in dispute about the birds used—how they are 
gathered, how the actual shooting is conducted, how the birds are 
killed, and how the birds are disposed of. Nor is any other material 
fact in dispute. Given that the uncontroverted evidence shows that 
plaintiff has conducted the pigeon shoots in the same manner for 
such an extended period of time, and with such regularity and fre- 
quency, this controversy rises above mere speculation that he will 
conduct the pigeon shoots in the same manner in the future. Thus, 
this case presents a concrete and real controversy, as opposed to 
mere speculation as to future conduct; therefore, plaintiff is not 
seeking an advisory opinion from this Court. 


Likewise, the record is clear that the parties have adverse inter- 
ests. Plaintiff, given the amount of money he has invested in the 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 117 


MALLOY v. COOPER 
[356 N.C. 113 (2002)] 


pigeon shoots and the amount of income he derives therefrom, is sit- 
uated to advocate strongly his position that the statute is unconstitu- 
tional. Likewise, defendants, who represent the State and are charged 
with enforcing its laws, are situated to advocate strongly that the 
statute is constitutional. Thus, the basic requirement of a real contro- 
versy between parties with adverse interests is satisfied in this case. 


However, even when an actual controversy exists between 
adverse parties, declaratory judgment is not generally available to 
challenge the constitutionality of a criminal statute. See, e.g., Tucker, 
312 N.C. at 349, 323 S.E.2d at 309 (“Ir is widely held that a declaratory 
judgment is not available to restrain enforcement of a criminal pros- 
ecution,” especially where a criminal action is already pending. ); 
Jernigan v. State, 279 N.C. 556, 560, 184 S.E.2d 259, 263 (1971) CCA 
declaratory judgment is a civil remedy which may not be resorted to 
to try ordinary matters of guilt or innocence.”); Chadwick v. Salter, 
254 N.C. 389, 394, 119 S.E.2d 158, 162 (1961) “Ordinarily, the consti- 
tutionality of a statute ... will not be determined in an action to 
enjoin its enforcement.”). Nevertheless, a declaratory judgment 
action to determine the constitutionality of a criminal statute prior to 
prosecution is not completely barred. For example, in Calcutt v. 
McGeachy, 213 N.C. 1, 195S.E. 49 (1938), the plaintiff, a manufacturer 
and distributer of amusement machines, was threatened with prose- 
cution under a statute making possession of slot machines illegal and 
authorizing their seizure by authorities. /d. at 4, 195 S.E. at 49-50. The 
Court, noting that the plaintiff's action was proper under the 
Declaratory Judgment Act, determined that the statute in question 
was constitutional. Id. at 4, 9, 195 S.E. at 49, 54. 


This Court has enunciated what a plaintiff must show in 
order to seek a declaratory judgment that a criminal statute is 
unconstitutional. 


The key to whether or not declaratory relief is available to deter- 
mine the constitutionality of a criminal statute is whether the 
plaintiff can demonstrate that a criminal prosecution is immi- 
nent or threatened, and that he stands to suffer the loss of either 
fundamental human rights or property interests if the criminal 
prosecution is begun and the criminal statute is enforced. 


Tucker, 312 N.C. at 350, 323 S.E.2d at 310. 


We agree with the Court of Appeals’ holding that “the record does 
establish that the State has threatened plaintiff with prosecution 
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under the statute if plaintiff hosts a subsequent pigeon shoot.” 
Malloy, 146 N.C. App. at 72, 551 S.E.2d at 915. Plaintiff stated in 
response to interrogatories that the District Attorney “notified the 
Plaintiff, through counsel, that he considers the conduct at the 
Dogwood Invitational to be in violation of amended N.C.G.S. § 14-360 
and that if given the opportunity, he will prosecute the Plaintiff.” 
This unrefuted allegation clearly satisfies plaintiff's burden to allege 
imminent or threatened prosecution. 


However, the Court of Appeals incorrectly held that plaintiff 
failed to show that he stands to suffer the loss of either fundamental 
human rights or property interests if the prosecution is begun and the 
criminal statute is enforced. /d. at 73, 551 S.E.2d at 915-16. 


This Court has held that “[aJ]n Act will be declared unconstitu- 
tional and its enforcement will be enjoined when it clearly appears 
either that property or fundamental human rights are denied in viola- 
tion of constitutional guarantees.” Roller v. Allen, 245 N.C. 516, 518, 
96 S.E.2d 851, 854 (1957), quoted in Jernigan, 279 N.C. at 562, 184 
8.E.2d at 264 (applying Roller to declaratory judgment action regard- 
ing a penal statute). After announcing this right, the Court in Roller 
immediately explained that “ ‘[t]he right to conduct a lawful business, 
or to earn a livelihood, is regarded as fundamental.’ ” Roller, 245 N.C. 
at 518-19, 96 S.E.2d at 854 (quoting McCormick v. Proctor, 217 N.C. 
23, 31, 6 S.E.2d 870, 876 (1940) (Stacy, C.J., concurring)). Thus, if 
plaintiff can show that the statute’s enforcement, if unconstitutional, 
will deny him his fundamental right to conduct a lawful business or 
to earn a livelihood, this second criterion is satisfied. 


Plaintiff alleges that he receives fifty percent of his income from 
conducting the pigeon shoots. Furthermore, he alleges that he has 
expended $500,000 in capital improvements to his land in furtherance 
of the pigeon shoots. Based on these facts, the pigeon shoots consti- 
tute a substantial portion of plaintiff's livelihood. If the statute is, 
indeed, unconstitutional, then its enforcement will deny plaintiff his 
fundamental right to conduct a lawful business. Thus, as to plaintiff's 
claims that the statute is unconstitutionally vague and overbroad, 
that the statute permits an unconstitutional delegation of legislative 
power, and that the unconstitutional portions of the statute are not 
severable from the remainder of the statute, plaintiff has sufficiently 
alleged facts to establish the second criterion. 


The rationale of the Court of Appeals on this issue is unper- 
suasive. The Court of Appeals held that, if the statute is con- 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 119 


MALLOY v. COOPER 
[356 N.C. 113 (2002)) 


stitutional, plaintiff’s fundamental rights are not violated by enforce- 
ment of the statute. Conversely, if the statute is unconstitutional, 
plaintiffs fundamental rights will be vindicated at trial as the statute 
will be held unconstitutional. This analysis is not consistent with this 
Court’s language in Jernigan, where the Court acknowledged the 
possibility of granting declaratory judgment where an unconstitu- 
tional statute impinges upon a fundamental right. Jernigan, 279 N.C. 
at 562, 184 S.E.2d at 264. Accordingly, we reject the Court of Appeals’ 
rationale. 


Moreover, we note that plaintiff has also demonstrated that he 
stands to suffer the loss of property rights if the statute is enforced. 
In holding that no property interest is at stake, the Court of Appeals 
reasoned that the statute did not authorize confiscation or removal of 
plaintiff's property and, thus, under Chadwick, 254 N.C. 389, 119 
S.E.2d 158, no property interests are implicated. Malloy, 146 N.C. 
App. at 73, 551 S.E.2d at 915. We disagree with the Court of Appeals’ 
application of Chadwick. In Chadwick, the plaintiffs owned cattle 
that roamed unrestrained on property on the Outer Banks not owned 
by the plaintiffs. Chadwick, 254 N.C. at 394, 119 S.E.2d at 162. The 
plaintiffs challenged a 1957 act allowing for prosecution of the owner 
of freely roaming cattle and a 1959 act allowing for confiscation of 
freely roaming cattle. Jd. at 390, 119 S.E.2d at 159. The Court, noting 
that the plaintiffs did not own the land where the cattle roamed, held 
that declaratory judgment as to the 1957 act was improper as that act 
allowed for prosecution only rather than confiscation of the cattle. 
Id. at 394-95, 119 S.E.2d at 162. The Court then held that declaratory 
judgment as to the constitutionality of the 1959 Act was appropriate 
as that act allowed for the immediate confiscation of the cattle with- 
out any judicial process. /d. at 396, 119 S.E.2d at 163. 


Thus, the Court considered the property interest in question to be 
possession of the cattle. So long as possession of the cattle was not 
at issue, no property right was at issue. Accordingly, the Court held 
that declaratory judgment was not appropriate for the 1957 act 
(which did not authorize seizure of the cattle) but was appro- 
priate for the 1959 act (which allowed seizure of the cattle). 
Assuming arguendo that Chadwick mandates that the only property 
interest which may sustain a declaratory judgment action is the right 
of possession, such a mandate is limited, upon the facts of that case, 
to chattel. As the rights of a landowner were not at issue in 
Chadwick, the opinion sheds no light upon whether, in a case in- 
volving land, possession of the land is the only property interest 
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triggering jurisdiction for declaratory judgment or whether the 
owner’s use of that land is also a triggering property interest. We hold 
that usage of one’s land is a property interest sufficient to invoke 
declaratory judgment. 


The Court of Appeals further held that this Court’s opinion in 
Jernigan mandates that declaratory judgment is appropriate only 
where the case presents no questions of fact. Malloy, 146 N.C. App. at 
72, 551 S.E.2d at 915. However, the portion of Jernigan cited by the 
Court of Appeals, and relied upon by defendants in their brief, deals 
with the impropriety of declaratory judgment actions when prosecu- 
tion has already begun. Jernigan, 279 N.C. at 560-61, 184 S.E.2d at 
263. In that context, the Court in Jernigan quoted a New York case 
which stated that the rationale prohibiting declaratory judgment 
where prosecution has already begun is inapplicable where the “ ‘cru- 
cial question is one of law, since the question of law will be decided 
by the court in any event and not by the triers of the facts.’” Id. 
(quoting Bunis v. Conway, 17 A.D.2d 207, 208, 234 N.Y.S.2d 435, 437 
(N.Y. App. Div. 1962)). Thus, while Jernigan stands for the proposi- 
tion that declaratory judgment may be appropriate when prosecution 
is pending if only questions of law are at issue, it does not create a 
requirement that all declaratory judgment actions present only 
questions of law. 


In summary, we hold that this case presents an actual controversy 
between parties with adverse interests. Furthermore, plaintiff has 
sufficiently alleged imminent prosecution and that he stands to lose 
fundamental human rights and property interests if the statute is 
enforced and is later determined to be unconstitutional. Accord- 
ingly, the trial court properly denied defendants’ motion to dismiss 
pursuant to Rule 12(b)(1). We, therefore, remand this case to 
the Court of Appeals for decision on the merits of the underlying 
action. 


REVERSED. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. JAMES R. WOODS 


No. 667,401 
(Filed 28 June 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 146 N.C. App. 686, 554 S.E.2d 
383 (2001), affirming an order entered 16 May 2000 by Smith (W. 
Osmond, IID, J., in Superior Court, Caswell County. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 15 May 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by John G. Barnwell, Assistant 
Attorney General, for the State. 


George B. Daniel, PA. by John M. Thomas, for defendant- 
appellant. 


PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. EGAN LARKE TABRON 


No. 686PA01 
(Filed 28 June 2002) 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 147 N.C. App. 303, 556 S.E.2d 
584 (2001), finding no error as to one judgment and vacating a second 
judgment, both judgments entered by Hight, J., on 11 May 2000 in 
Superior Court, Wake County. Heard in the Supreme Court 14 May 
2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Kathryn J. Thomas, Assistant 
Attorney General, for the State-appellant. 


John T. Hall for defendant-appellee. 
PER CURIAM. 


DISCRETIONARY REVIEW IMPROVIDENTLY ALLOWED. 
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CITY OF NEW BERN, A MUNICIPAL CORPORATION V. CARTERET-CRAVEN ELECTRIC 
MEMBERSHIP CORPORATION 


No. 450PA01 
(Filed 16 August 2002) 


Utilities— competing electric companies—two buildings— 
premises—separate metering 
The trial court erred by concluding that a new veterinary 
hospital building constructed by an electric customer remained 
part of an existing adjoining premises for purposes of N.C.G.S. 
§§ 160A-331 and 160A-332 requiring continued electric service 
from plaintiff original supplier, because the new building became 
a new premises initially requiring electric services under the 
terms of the Electric Territorial Act of 1965 and thus was eligible 
to receive electric service from a new supplier that the customer 
chose such as defendant based on the facts that: (1) the new hos- 
pital building throughout all relevant periods was and today 
remains separately metered, and the charges for its electrical 
service were calculated independently of charges for service to 
the old hospital building; (2) the question or fact of duplication of 
lines is irrelevant since from the outset both parties had lines well 
within three hundred feet of both buildings, with defendant’s 
lines being closest to the new building, and the customer is 
located within a municipality without a primary supplier; (3) the 
use of the same address for both premises was merely a request 
granted by the post office, and the fact that both buildings used 
the same level of electric service is not material; (4) there is no 
evidence that the veterinarians constructed an entirely new clinic 
for the purpose of facilitating a change in electric service, and 
there is no evidence that defendant took part in any improper 
action to induce the hospital to switch providers; and (5) written 
consent under N.C.G.S. § 160A-332(a)(8) is only required for a 
change in service to the same premises, and there are only two 
secondary suppliers involved. 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 145 N.C. App. 140, 548 S.E.2d 
845 (2001), affirming an order for summary judgment entered by 
Ragan, J., on 8 March 2000 in Superior Court, Craven County. Heard 
in the Supreme Court 12 February 2002. 
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Poyner & Spruill LLP, by Nancy B. Essex and Gregory S.Camp; 
and J. Phil Carlton, for plaintiff-appellee. 


Taylor & Taylor, by Nelson W. Taylor, Ul, for defendant- 
appellant. 


Poyner & Spruill LLP, by Richard J. Rose, on behalf of 
ElectriCities of North Carolina, Inc., amicus curiae. 


North Carolina Electric Membership Corporation, by Susan 
Barry, Associate General Counsel, and Robert B. Schwentker, 
General Counsel, amicus curiae. 


Adams Kleemeter Hagan Hannah & Fouts, by R. Harper 
Heckman and Gregory T. Higgins, on behalf of Duke Energy 
Corporation, amicus curiae. 


LAKE, Chief Justice. 


The question presented for review in this case is whether a new 
building constructed by an electric customer remained part of an 
existing, adjoining “premises” requiring continued electric service 
from its original supplier, or whether such building became a 
“premises initially requiring electric service” under the terms of the 
Electric Territorial Assignment Act of 1965 (the “Electric Act”), and 
thus was eligible to receive electric service from a new supplier, 
Carteret-Craven Electric Membership Corporation. See N.C.G:S. 
§ 160A-332(a)(3) (2001). The Court of Appeals affirmed the trial 
court, holding that the new building was part of the existing 
“premises” and that the existing service provider, the City of New 
Bern, therefore retained its exclusive right to provide electric service 
to the electric customer. City of New Bern v. Carteret-Craven Elec. 
Membership Corp., 145 N.C. App. 140, 145-46, 548 S.E.2d 845, 848-49 
(2001). For the reasons set forth below, we conclude otherwise and 
reverse the decision of the Court of Appeals. 


This dispute revolves around the question of which electric serv- 
ice provider maintains the right to provide electric service to the 
Havelock Animal Hospital in Havelock, North Carolina. Havelock is a 
municipal corporation located in Craven County, North Carolina, 
which does not own or operate its own municipal electric system. 
Plaintiff City of New Bern is a municipal corporation in Craven 
County that owns and operates a municipal electric distribution sys- 
tem. See N.C.G.S. § 160A-312 (2001). Defendant Carteret-Craven 
Electric Membership Corporation (““CCEMC’”) is an electric member- 
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ship cooperative organized pursuant to chapter 117, article 2 of the 
North Carolina General Statutes, titled “Electric Membership 
Corporations,” and authorized under N.C.G.S. § 117-18 to contract 
for the sale of electricity. Both plaintiff and defendant serve cus- 
tomers in Havelock, which is located approximately sixteen miles 
from New Bern. 


In the late 1950s, plaintiff began providing electric service to a 
veterinary clinic located in Havelock at 415 Miller Boulevard and 
owned at that time by Dr. Rodman Lancaster, D.V.M. Sometime during 
the 1970s, Dr. William P. McClees, Jr., D.V.M., operated a veterinary 
clinic at this location and first leased and later bought the building in 
1978. Thereafter, Dr. McClees formed a corporation, the Havelock 
Animal Hospital, with Dr. Larry S. Paul, Jr., D.V.M., to operate the vet- 
erinary practice, and a partnership, the Havelock Animal Clinic, to 
own the real estate used by the hospital. 


In 1986, the partnership bought from Vance and Ruth Harrington 
property located adjacent to the existing hospital. In October 1995, 
the two veterinarians began constriction of a new hospital building 
located entirely on the land purchased from the Harringtons. Workers 
completed construction of this building in the autumn of 1996. In 
order to avoid the expenses of printing new stationery and of chang- 
ing their advertisements, the clinic received permission from the 
post office to use the old address, 415 Miller Boulevard, for the new 
building even though it is actually located at a different, adjoining 
location, at 413 Miller Boulevard. 


Plaintiff City of New Bern provided electric service to the old 
building. After construction began on the new building, Dr. Paul con- 
tacted defendant CCEMC and asked that it provide service to the new 
building. In March 1996, the hospital filed a membership application 
with CCEMC, and CCEMC began supplying electric service to the 
new building. At this time, only some x-ray equipment was located in 
the new building. During the construction of the new building, the 
veterinarians continued to work out of their old building. In August 
1996, the doctors moved all operations except the kennel into the 
new building. The doctors moved the kennel in September 1996. 
Plaintiff discontinued electric service to the old building on 24 
September 1996, at the request of the doctors. In February 1997, the 
doctors demolished the older building. From March until September 
1996, the two buildings were separately billed and metered, and the 
charges for electric power were calculated independently for each of 
the buildings. 
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At the time construction of the new clinic began in October 1995, 
both plaintiff and defendant had existing electric lines located so that 
the new building was entirely within three hundred feet of each 
party’s lines. The municipality of Havelock has never issued a fran- 
chise to any electric company or supplier. Both parties agree that 
each is a “secondary supplier” for Havelock, as such term is defined 
under the Electric Act. “Secondary supplier” is there defined as “a 
person, firm, or corporation that furnishes electricity at retail to one 
or more consumers other than itself within the limits of a city but is 
not a primary supplier.” N.C.G.S. § 160A-331(5) (2001). 


On 20 January 1999, New Bern brought this action against 
CCEMC, alleging that defendant had violated plaintiff's exclusive 
statutory right to provide electric service to the hospital. Plaintiff 
requested a permanent injunction and sought damages. On 18 
February 1999, defendant filed its answer to the complaint denying 
that plaintiff had an exclusive right to serve the hospital. On 21 
December 1999, plaintiff filed a motion for summary judgment. On 8 
March 2000, the trial court entered an order granting partial summary 
judgment for plaintiff. In its order, the trial court enjoined defendant 
from providing electric service to the clinic and ordered it to discon- 
nect its service. The trial court also held that plaintiff should begin 
service to the clinic within fourteen days from entry of the order. The 
trial court ordered that plaintiff recover damages from defendant in 
an amount to be determined at a subsequent trial on the issue. 


Defendant filed its notice of appeal on 16 March 2000. On 9 May 
2000, the trial court entered an order suspending execution and 
enforcement of the order granting partial summary judgment until a 
final decision of this matter on appeal, and defendant posted a bond 
in the amount of $3,000 for the payment of such costs and damages 
as might be incurred or suffered by plaintiff if it should be found to 
be wrongfully injured by that order. The Court of Appeals affirmed 
the trial court’s decision, and this Court subsequently granted defend- 
ant’s petition for discretionary review. 


Thus, the fact-specific question before this Court is whether 
plaintiff New Bern possesses the exclusive statutory right to provide 
electric service to the veterinary hospital now operating in its new 
building. Plaintiff contends that the Court of Appeals correctly deter- 
mined that both the old and the new hospital buildings constitute the 
same “premises” for purposes of N.C.G.S. §§ 160A-331 and 160A-332, 
and therefore plaintiff has the exclusive right to provide electric serv- 
ice to the clinic. Defendant counters that the new hospital building is 
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part of a separate “premises,” and thus, it may provide electric serv- 
ice to the clinic pursuant:to the doctors’ request. We agree with 
defendant and hold that under the specific facts of this case, the cus- 
tomer hospital, pursuant to the Electric Act, was free to choose 
CCEMC to provide its electric service. 


Chapter 160A, article 16, part 2 of the Electric Act, en- 
titled “Electric Service in Urban Areas,” and codified at N.C.G.S. 
§§ 160A-331 through 160A-338, governs the provision of electric serv- 
ice within a municipality such as Havelock. The Electric Act was 
intended to resolve the disputes of electric suppliers with limited lit- 
igation. See State ex rel. Util. Comm’n v. Lumbee River kilec. 
Membership Corp., 275 N.C. 250, 258, 166 $.E.2d 663, 669 (1969). The 
language of the Electric Act was carefully chosen to provide certainty 
with respect to service rights and to promote orderly competition 
among electric suppliers. See Domestic Elec. Serv., Inc. v. City of 
Rocky Mount, 285 N.C. 185, 141, 203 S.E.2d 838, 842 (1974). The 
Electric Act, however, does not address specifically all situations— 
such as the one before the Court today—that may arise between sup- 
pliers. Nevertheless, given the intent of the Electric Act, a close 
examination of the applicable statutes provides guidance for our 
decision in this unique situation. Section 160A-332(a) provides, in 
pertinent part: 


(a) The suppliers of electric service inside the corporate lim- 
its of any city in which a secondary supplier was furnishing elec- 
tric service on the determination date... shall have rights and be 
subject to restrictions as follows: 


(1) The secondary supplier shall have the right to serve 
all premises being served by it, or to which any of its 
facilities are attached, on the determination date. 


(3) Any premises initially requiring electric service after 
the determination date which are located wholly 
within 300 feet of a secondary supplier’s lines and 
wholly within 300 feet of another secondary sup- 
plier’s lines, but wholly more than 300 feet from the 
primary supplier’s lines, as the lines of all suppliers 
existed on the determination date, may be served by 
the secondary supplier which the consumer chooses, 
and no other supplier shall thereafter furnish electric 
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service to such premises, except with the written 
consent of the supplier then serving the premises. 


N.C.G.S. § 160A-332(a)(1)(8) (emphasis added). 


In the instant case, Havelock is not serviced by a “primary sup- 
plier,” as defined by section 160A-331(4), because the municipality 
neither “owns and maintains its own electric system” nor contracts 
with another entity to do the same. N.C.G.S. § 160A-331(4). The par- 
ties agree, however, that they are both “secondary suppliers” for 
Havelock, as defined by N.C.G.S. § 160A-331(5). They also agree 
that the applicable “determination date” is 20 April 1965. See N.C.G.S. 
§§ 160A-331(1b), 160A-332(a)(8). As of that date, both plaintiff and 
defendant maintained power lines within the boundaries of Havelock, 
and the veterinary clinic was “wholly within 300 feet” of the lines of 
both electric companies. See N.C.G.S. § 160A-382(a)(3). 


The only disagreement by the parties, and thus the disposi- 
tive question on appeal, is whether the new hospital building 
is a “premises initially requiring electric service.” N.C.G.S. 
§ 160A-332(a)(8). The Electric Act of 1965 defines “premises” as 


the building, structure, or facility to which electricity is being or 
is to be furnished. Two or more buildings, structures, or facilities 
that are located on one tract or contiguous tracts of land and are 
used by one electric consumer for commercial, industrial, institu- 
tional, or governmental purposes, shall together constitute one 
“premises,” except that any such building, structure, or facility 
shall not, together with any other building, structure, or facility, 
constitute one “premises” if the electric service to it is sepa- 
rately metered and the charges for such service are calculated 
independently of charges for service to any other building, 
structure, or facility. 


N.C.G.S. § 160A-331(3) (emphasis added). 


“When the language of a statute is clear and unambiguous, it must 
be given effect and its clear meaning may not be evaded by an admin- 
istrative body or a court under the guise of construction.” State ex rel. 
Util. Comm’n v. Edmisten, 291 N.C. 451, 465, 232 S.E.2d 184, 192 
(1977); see also Hlasnick v. Federated Mut. Ins. Co., 353 N.C. 240, 
244, 539 S.E.2d 274, 277 (2000). Thus, a close examination of the lan- 
guage of section 160A-331(3) is required to determine the rights of the 
parties in the instant case. 
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Plaintiff correctly observes that the new hospital building is 
located on a tract of land contiguous to the land on which the old hos- 
pital stood and that it is used by the same electric consumer for the 
identical commercial purpose. While the definition of the term 
“premises” states that “[t]wo or more buildings... that are located on 
one tract or contiguous tracts of land and are used by one electric 
consumer for commercial ... purposes, shall together constitute one 
‘premises,’ ” N.C.G.S. § 160A-331(3), these facts are not dispositive of 
the issue. 


The definition of “premises” also contains a very specific ex- 
ception: “any such building . . . shall not, together with any other 
building, . . . constitute one ‘premises’ if the electric service to it is 
separately metered and the charges for such service are calculated 
independently of charges for service to any other building.” Id. 
(emphasis added). 


The new hospital building throughout all relevant periods was 
and today remains “separately metered,” and the charges for its elec- 
trical service were “calculated independently of charges for service” 
to the old hospital building. Jd. In March 1996, the hospital filed a 
membership application with CCEMC, and defendant began electric 
service to the new building. The veterinarians moved all hospital 
operations into the new building by September 1996. In February 
1997, the doctors demolished the older building. Thus, from March 
until September 1996, the two buildings were separately metered and 
billed, and the charges for electric power were calculated indepen- 
dently for each. The hospital falls squarely within the exception.-to the 
general definition provided in section 160A-331(3), and thus the old 
and new hospital buildings do not constitute one “premises” for pur- 
poses of the Electric Act. 


Having determined that the new hospital building is a separate 
“premises” under section 160A-331(3), we next examine N.C.G.S. 
§ 160A-332(a)(3) to determine the rights of the customer to choose its 
electric service provider. Both plaintiff and defendant are “secondary 
suppliers” for the municipality of Havelock, N.C.G.S. § 160A-331(5), 
and competition between them for the animal hospital’s business is 
governed by section 160A-332(a)(3). 


As of the determination date, both plaintiff and defendant had 
existing electric lines located “wholly within 300 feet” of the original 
building. These lines were also in place at the time construction of the 
new premises began in October 1995. Section 160A-332(a)(3) speaks 
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in terms of the premises, not the customer, “initially requiring electric 
service.” As the new hospital building constituted a new premises 
under section 160A-331(8), it “initially requir[ed] electric service” 
in March 1996, even if the same customer had previously used elec- 
tricity for an identical commercial enterprise in the old building on 
the adjoining tract. The veterinarians were therefore free to choose 
from among competing secondary suppliers, pursuant to section 
160A-332(a). 


We note that generally the State strictly regulates where electric 
service providers may do business and which consumers they may 
serve. Customer choice is very limited in this context. See, e.g., 
N.C.G.S. § 160A-332. Nevertheless, where the State has chosen to 
allow consumer choice, such as under section 160A-332(a)(8), “ ‘the 
right of a potential user of electric power to choose between vendors 
of such power seeking his patronage is not lightly to be denied.’ ” 
Domestic Elec., 285 N.C. at 148, 203 S.E.2d at 843 (quoting State ex 
rel. Util. Comm’n v. Woodstock Elec. Membership Corp., 276 N.C. 
108, 118, 171 S.E.2d 406, 413 (1970)); see also Blue Ridge Elec. 
Membership Corp. v. Duke Power Co., 258 N.C. 278, 281, 128 S.E.2d 
AQ5, 407 (1962). Here, the veterinarians believed that defendant would 
provide better electric service for their animal hospital, and under 
these particular circumstances, they were free to choose this service 
provider. 


Plaintiff's arguments for a contrary conclusion are not persua- 
sive. The fact that New Bern already maintained service to the same 
address does not change our analysis. As Justice Lake, Sr. stated for 
this Court soon after the General Assembly passed the Electric Act, 
“li]f the Legislature has enacted a statute declaring the right of a sup- 
plier of electricity to serve, notwithstanding the availability of the 
service of another supplier closer to the customer, neither this Court 
nor the Utilities Commission may forbid service by such supplier 
merely because it will necessitate an uneconomic or unsightly dupli- 
cation of transmission or distribution lines.” Lumbee River, 275 N.C. 
at 257, 166 S.E.2d at 668. Further, under the circumstances of this 
case, the question or fact of duplication of lines is irrelevant because 
from the outset both parties had lines well within three hundred feet 
of both buildings, with defendant’s lines being closest to the new 
building. 


Additionally, the use of the same address, 415 Miller Boulevard, 
for both premises was merely a request granted by the post office and 
does not change our conclusion. Customers already knew of the old 
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address and location of the hospital, and continued use of the origi- 
nal street number merely allowed the veterinarians to maintain their 
same stationery and advertisements. This small matter of con- 
venience should not be viewed as supportive of the clinic’s two build- 
ings being one “premises” within the meaning of the statute. Nor is 
the fact that both buildings used the same level of electric service 
material to our analysis. 


There also is no evidence that the veterinarians constructed an 
entirely new clinic for the purpose of facilitating a change in electric 
service. The doctors stated that a new building was necessary 
because of the increased demands of their practice and the inade- 
quacy of the old building. In fact, the construction of a new building 
or facility, a large and expensive project, weighs heavily in favor of 
defendant’s position. Such a project would not be undertaken merely 
to gain a choice in electric service. There is no evidence that defend- 
ant took part in any improper action to induce the hospital to switch 
providers. In fact, Dr. Paul contacted CCEMC regarding service. 
Furthermore, the separate metering of Havelock Animal Hospital’s 
two buildings cannot be considered an attempt to circumvent the 
Electric Act. In light of the fact that the new premises initially 
required service in March 1996, and that the charges for this service 
could be calculated separately, the customer was within its rights in 
this case to obtain separate metering. Important to this conclusion is 
the fact that all services performed in the old building were moved to 
the new hospital, and the old building was demolished. The new 
building thus required separate metering because of the old building’s 
planned destruction after the completion of the hospital’s move. 


Finally, plaintiff asserts that under subsections 160A-332(a)(8) 
through (6), a secondary supplier has no right, without prior written 
consent from the existing supplier, to commence service to a cus- 
tomer who is already receiving service from another supplier who 
has the right to provide service under the Electric Act. Here, 
plaintiff did not give its written consent. Written consent, however, is 
required only for a change in service to the same premises. N.C.G.S. 
§ 160A-332(a)(3). In the instant case, there are only two secondary 
suppliers involved, and section 160A-332(a)(3) clearly governs our 
analysis. 


While it may be true that the statutes under the Electric Act of 
1965 do not expressly address the exact situation before the Court 
today, we believe that our interpretation of the applicable provisions 
best preserves the overall intent of the General Assembly, as 
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expressed in the Electric Act, and protects the interests of electric 
providers as well as customers. Given the very fact-specific nature of 
the dispute before us, this situation will not arise often or otherwise 
threaten the. delicate balance struck by the General Assembly when 
it enacted the Electric Act of 1965. Put simply, the time and expense 
of constructing a new building and demolishing an old one would 
rarely, if ever, be undertaken merely to effect a change of the electric 
service provider. 


We therefore conclude that the Havelock Animal Hospital was 
entitled to choose defendant CCEMC as its electric service provider. 
The customer is located within a municipality without a primary sup- 
plier, and the two secondary suppliers involved have maintained dis- 
tribution lines wholly within three hundred feet of the customer as of 
the applicable determination date. When such a customer constructs 
a new building that is separately metered and charges separately cal- 
culated, and then demolishes the old building, the new building must 
be considered a new premises under the Electric Act of 1965, and 
such customer is free to choose the secondary supplier that it 
believes will provide the best electric service to the new premises. 
For the foregoing reasons, the decision of the Court of Appeals is 
reversed, and this case is remanded to that court for further remand 
to the trial court for disposition in accord with this opinion. 


REVERSED AND REMANDED. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. WILLIAM ANTHONY HEARST 


No. 684PA01 
(Filed 16 August 2002) 


Probation and Parole; Sentencing— probation revocation— 
activation of suspended sentence—time served credit for 
attending IMPACT 


The trial court erred in a probation violation case activating 
a suspended sentence of six to eight months by refusing to 
credit the eighty-one days defendant spent attending the 
Intensive Motivational Program of Alternative Correctional 
Treatment (IMPACT), and the case is remanded because: (1) 
N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1 allows credit for commitment to or confine- 
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ment in a state or local correctional, mental, or other institution; 
(2) defendant’s decision to either attend IMPACT or be sentenced 
to a longer period of incarceration cannot be found to be volun- 
tary; (3) the conditions at IMPACT resembled imprisonment even 
though there are no locked gates or fences; and (4) trainees had 
no control over any daily activities while at IMPACT except for 
thirty minutes a day, and a defendant placed on house arrest or 
one required to visit a probation officer has no such restrictions. 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 147 N.C. App. 298, 555 S.E.2d 
357 (2001), affirming a judgment entered 10 August 2000 by Winner, 
J., in Superior Court, Buncombe Ccunty. Heard in the Supreme Court 
15 May 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Christopher W. Brooks, 
Assistant Attorney General, for the State. 


Wiliam H. Leslie, Assistant Public Defender, for defendant- 
appellant. 


N.C. Prisoner Legal Services, Inc., by Kari L. Hamel and Susan 
A. Pollitt, amicus curiae. 


LAKE, Chief Justice. 


On 7 June 1998, defendant, William Anthony Hearst, was indicted 
for felony possession with intent to sell and deliver a controlled 
substance. He was also indicted for the misdemeanors of resisting a 
‘public officer, assault on a government official, no operator’s license, 
and hit and run property damage. On 13 July 1999, defendant pled 
guilty to the charges. The trial court determined that defendant’s 
prior record level was II and sentenced defendant in the presumptive 
range of six to eight months. The trial court suspended defendant’s 
sentence, placed him on supervised probation for sixty months, and 
assigned him to the Intensive Supervision Program for twelve 
months. 


On 11 August 1999, defendant’s probation officer filed a probation 
violation report. On 26 August 1999, the trial court modified defend- 
ant’s terms of probation and ordered him to attend the Intensive 
Motivational Program of Alternative Correctional Treatment 
(IMPACT). Defendant spent eighty-one days at IMPACT and success- 
fully completed the program on 18 November 1999. Defendant’s pro- 
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bation officer filed two more violation reports, on 21 February and 29 
February 2000. On 10 August 2000, the trial court ordered that defend- 
ant’s probation be revoked and that the suspended sentence of six to 
eight months be activated. Pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1, defendant 
requested both the eighty-one days spent at IMPACT and twenty-five 
days spent in prior confinement for the charges be credited against 
his sentence. The trial court allowed the twenty-five days’ credit but 
denied credit for the eighty-one days. 


Defendant appealed to the Court of Appeals, which affirmed the 
trial court’s denial of credit toward defendant’s activated sentence for 
the eighty-one days spent at IMPACT. Defendant subsequently filed a 
notice of appeal with this Court based upon a substantial constitu- 
tional question pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(1) and a petition for dis- 
cretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31(c). On 31 January 
2002, this Court dismissed ex mero motu defendant's notice of appeal 
but allowed his petition for discretionary review. 


In defendant's first assignment of error, he contends the Court of 
Appeals erred in affirming the trial court’s denial of credit toward 
defendant’s activated sentence for the eighty-one days spent at 
IMPACT. Specifically, defendant argues that he was “committed to or 
confined in a state or local correctional, mental or other institution” 
while at IMPACT and that he was therefore entitled to the credit. See 
N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1 (2001). We agree. 


N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1, titled “Credits Allowed,” is the statute which 
controls the trial court’s application of credit for time served in sen- 
tencing defendants upon probation revocation. This statute provides: 


The minimum and maximum term of a sentence shall be cred- 
ited with and diminished by the total amount of time a defendant 
has spent, committed to or in confinement in any State or local 
correctional, mental or other institution as a result of the charge 
that culminated in the sentence. The credit provided shall be cal- 
culated from the date custody under the charge commenced and 
shall include credit for all time spent in custody pending trial, 
trial de novo, appeal, retrial, or pending parole, probation, or 
post-release supervision revocation hearing: Provided, however, 
the credit available herein shall not include any time that is cred- 
ited on the term of a previously imposed sentence to which a 
defendant is subject. 


N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1 (emphasis added). 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 135 


STATE v. HEARST 
(356 N.C. 132 (2002)] 


In State v. Farris, 336 N.C. 552, 444 S.E.2d 182 (1994), this Court 
interpreted N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1 in regard to whether time served as a 
special condition of probation should be credited against a sus- 
pended sentence activated upon revocation of probation. The trial 
court in that case placed the defendant on special probation pursuant 
to N.C.G.S. § 154-1351 with an active sentence of ninety days. Id. at 
553, 444 S.E.2d at 183. N.C.G.S. § 15A-1351 allows a trial court to 
order a defendant to submit to a period or periods of imprison- 
ment in a local confinement facility or in the custody of the 
Department of Correction as a condition of special probation. 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-1351(a) (2001). This Court rejected the State’s argu- 
ment that imprisonment imposed as a condition of special probation 
is like any other probation condition and thus should not be credited 
against an activated sentence. Farris, 336 N.C. at 555, 444 $.E.2d at 
184. In Farris, we concluded that the language of N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1 
demonstrated “the legislature’s intention that a defendant be credited 
with all time defendant was in custody and not at liberty as the result 
of the charge.” Id. at 556, 444 S.E.2d at 185. 


The State contends, in the instant case, that defendant was not 
“committed to or confined” while in IMPACT and thus was not en- 
titled to credit. Specifically, the State argues that statutory changes 
made to the IMPACT program in December 1998 demonstrate the leg- 
islature’s intent that the IMPACT program not be a period of confine- 
ment or imprisonment. The State further contends that based upon 
this Court’s opinion in Farris, the key issue is whether defendant was 
“in custody” while in IMPACT. According to the State’s argument, the 
nature of the program itself, and clefendant’s testimony at his proba- 
tion violation hearing, demonstrate he was not “in custody” and 
therefore was not entitled to jail credit. 


N.C.G.S. § 15A-1343(b1) lists special conditions of probation. 
One of the special conditions of probation includes the IMPACT pro- 
gram. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-1343(b1)(2a) (2001). Under the original lan- 
guage in N.C.G.S. § 15A-1343(b1), a defendant ordered to attend 
IMPACT must “submit to a period of confinement in a facility oper- 
ated by the Department of Correction for a minimum of 90 days or a 
maximum of 120 days under special probation... with the Intensive 
Motivational Program of Alternative Correctional Treatment.” 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-1343(b1)(2a) (amendment effective 1 December 
1998). 


In a section of the Operations and Capital Improvement 
Appropriations Act of 1998 titled “Convert IMPACT to Residential 
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Program,” the North Carolina General Assembly amended the 
IMPACT program. Act of Oct. 30, 1998, ch. 212, sec. 17.21, 1997 N.C. 
Sess. Laws 937, 1,200 (amending N.C.G.S. §§ 15A-1343(b1) and 
15A-1343.1). The amended version of N.C.G.S. § 15A-1343(b1)(2a) 
requires a defendant to “[s]ubmit to a period of residential treat- 
ment” in the IMPACT program, rather than “a period of confine- 
ment.” The remainder of the statute did not change in any substantial 
form. 


The legislature also amended N.C.G.S. § 15A-1343.1, which sets 
out criteria for selecting and sentencing defendants to IMPACT. Id. 
The amendment added language stating that IMPACT “shall be a res- 
idential program” as defined by N.C.G.S. § 15A-1340.11(8). This 
statute defines “residential program” as a program where a defendant 
“is required to reside in a facility for a specified period and to partic- 
ipate in activities such as counseling, treatment, social skills training, 
or employment training, conducted at the residential facility or at 
other specified locations.” N.C.G.S. § 15A-1340.11(8) (2001) (em- 
phasis added). 


On appeal, the Court of Appeals agreed with the State and con- 
cluded that the “General Assembly’s action in converting IMPACT to 
a residential program... acknowledged that participation in IMPACT 
is a lesser sanction than commitment to or confinement in a state 
institution.” State v. Hearst, 147 N.C. App. 298, 302, 555 S.E.2d 357, 
360 (2001). In reaching this determination, the Court of Appeals 
noted that it recently considered N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1 in relation to 
house arrest and held that time spent under house arrest does not 
constitute confinement and is not entitled to credit. Jd. at 301, 555 
S.E.2d at 359 (citing State v. Jarman, 140 N.C. App. 198, 206, 535 
S.E.2d 875, 880 (2000)). The Court of Appeals also found that de- 
fendant was “no more entitled to credit for time spent in the IMPACT 
program than he is for time spent during required visits with his pro- 
bation officer.” Hearst, 147 N.C App. at 303, 555 S.E.2d at 361. 
Therefore, based upon the above determinations, the Court of 
Appeals held that the IMPACT program was not “sufficiently incar- 
cerative as to be ‘custodial’ ” and that defendant was not entitled to. 
credit against his active sentence. /d. We disagree. 


““Criminal statutes are to be strictly construed against the 
State.’ ” State v. Raines, 319 N.C. 258, 263, 354 S.E.2d 486, 489 (1987) 
(quoting State v. Glidden, 317 N.C. 557, 561, 346 S.E.2d 470, 472 
(1986)). “The intent of the legislature controls the interpretation of a 
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statute.” State v. Green, 348 N.C. 588, 596, 502 S.E.2d 819, 824 (1998), 
cert. denied, 525 U.S. 1111, 142 L. Ed. 2d 783 (1999). “Words in a 
statute generally must be construed in accordance with their com- 
mon and ordinary meaning, unless a different meaning is apparent or 
clearly indicated by the context.” Raines, 319 N.C. at 262, 354 8.E.2d 
at 489 (citing State v. Koberlein, 309 N.C. 601, 605, 308 S.E.2d 442, 445 
(1983)). In addition, in Raines, this Court stated the following: 


“The object in construing penal, as well as other statutes, is to 


ascertain the legislative intent. ... The words must not be nar- 
rowed to the exclusion of what the legislature intended to 
embrace. ... When the words... include various classes of per- 


sons, there is no authority which would justify a court in restrict- 
ing them to one class and excluding others, where the purpose of 
the statute is alike applicable to all. The proper course in all cases 
is to adopt that sense of the words which best harmonizes with 
the context, and promotes in the fullest manner the policy and 
object of the legislature. The rule of strict construction 1s not vio- 
lated by permitting the words of [a] statute to have their full 
meaning, or the more extended of two meanings, ... but the 
words should be taken in such a sense, bent neither one way nor 
the other, as will best manifest the legislative intent.” 


Raines, 319 N.C. at 263, 354 S.E.2d at 489-90 (quoting United States 
v. Hartwell, 73 U.S. 385, 395-96, 18 L. Ed. 830, 832-33 (1867)). 


“The canon in favor of strict construction [of criminal statutes] 
is not an inexorable command to override common sense and 
evident statutory purpose... . Nor does it demand that a statute 
be given the ‘narrowest meaning’; it is satisfied if the words are 
given their fair meaning in accord with the manifest intent of the 
lawmakers.” 


Raines, 319 N.C. at 263-64, 354 S.E.2d at 490 (quoting United States 
v. Brown, 333 U.S. 18, 25-26, 92 L. Ed. 442, 448 (1948)). 


Although the legislature changed the IMPACT program’s desig- 
nating caption and terminology from “confinement” to submission to 
“residential treatment,” .the 1998 amendments did not make any sub- 
stantive changes to the program itself. While we acknowledge that 
the wording used in the title of an act can provide useful guidance, we 
hold that this change in terminology is merely cosmetic and does not 
clearly demonstrate a legislative intent that the IMPACT program 
should not qualify for credit under N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1. 
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We thus turn our analysis to whether defendant’s time in IMPACT 
constitutes confinement under N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1. After interpreting 
the plain meaning of N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1 and based upon our decision 
in Farris, we conclude that defendant was “in custody and not at lib- 
erty” and therefore was “in confinement” while at IMPACT. 


Based upon information provided in the September 2000 
Department of Correction’s IMPACT brochure, the Department of 
Correction’s Boot Camp began in Hoffman, North Carolina, with a 
ninety bed facility on 30 October 1989. In 1993, the General Assembly 
established a one hundred eighty bed facility in Morganton, North 
Carolina, now known as “IMPACT West.” The General Assembly also 
approved the expansion of the program in Hoffman to a one hundred 
eighty bed facility, now known as “IMPACT East.” The stated mission 
of IMPACT in this brochure is “to instill self-confidence, discipline 
and the work ethic by the administration of a strictly regimented 
paramilitary system.” IMPACT “provides the opportunity for youthful 
offenders to develop positive, responsible behavior.” Only convicted 
youthful offenders who meet the program's criteria may be ordered to 
attend IMPACT. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-1343.1 (2001). Upon successfully 
completing the program, defendants are discharged from IMPACT 
and released into the custody of their probation officers to complete 
their probation. 


The conditions of confinement at IMPACT greatly differ from 
those of a parolee or a defendant on house arrest. Defendants held at 
an IMPACT facility, referred to as trainees, relinquish all their free- 
dom to the IMPACT staff composed of Department of Correction offi- 
cers. Daily activities are strictly regimented from 4:30 a.m. wake-up 
until 8:30 p.m., when trainees are given thirty minutes of free time 
before lights out at 9:00 p.m. The daily routine involves physical train- 
ing, marching, cleaning rooms, and eight hours of work or drills. A 
majority of the work involves clearing land or cleaning property for 
federal, state, and local government agencies. Five nights a week, 
trainees are required to participate in two and one half hours of 
school, either GED instruction or a life-skills program. 


During his probation violation hearing, defendant testified as to 
his experiences and the conditions at IMPACT. He testified that he 
voluntarily attended IMPACT, that the facility was not locked, that it 
did not have a fence around it, and that he could leave at any time. 
Defendant also gave testimony about the average day in the program. 
The State contends this testimony demonstrates that defendant was 
not in the custody of the State. We disagree. Regardless of defendant’s 
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testimony and contrary to the State’s argument, we conclude that this 
environment does present a custodial situation wherein defendant 
was denied his liberty. 


In this case, defendant was “ordered” to attend and thus was 
required to “[s]ubmit to a period of residential treatment in the 
Intensive Motivational Program of Alternative Correctional 
Treatment (IMPACT).” N.C.G.S. § 15A-1348(b1)(2a). If defendant had 
not attended IMPACT as ordered, he would have been in violation of 
the special conditions of probation and subject to having his sentence 
activated. See generally N.C.G.S. § 15A-1344(a), (d), (Ce) (2001). As 
discussed above, the Court of Appeals likened defendant’s attending 
IMPACT to a defendant’s required visits with his probation officer and 
determined that both are voluntary conditions of probation. Hearst, 
147 N.C. App. at 302, 555 S.E.2d at 360. The Court of Appeals con- 
cluded that defendant was not required to participate in IMPACT 
and was not required to meet with his probation officer. However, 
the Court of Appeals noted that if he had failed to do either, defend- 
ant would have been subject “to activation of his suspended sen- 
tence.” Jd. at 302-03, 555 S.E.2d at 360. In its brief, the State agrees 
with the Court of Appeals’ conclusion that if defendant had failed to 
attend IMPACT, he would have been subject “to activation of his 
active sentence.” 


Although IMPACT is reported to be a ninety-eight day program on 
average, we note that defendant successfully completed the program 
in eighty-one days. The trial court sentenced defendant to a minimum 
of six months’ imprisonment and a corresponding maximum of eight 
months’ imprisonment and then suspended this sentence subject to 
terms of probation. Upon his violation of these terms, defendant was 
ordered to IMPACT in lieu of outright revocation and activation, 
which subsequently occurred. Thus, at the time of his first violation, 
defendant had the choice of either (1) attending IMPACT for the req- 
uisite period for completion of the program and then completing the 
rest of his probation, or (2) serving his active sentence of six to eight 
months. Under these circumstances, defendant’s decision to either 
attend IMPACT or be sentenced to a longer period of incarceration 
cannot be found to be “voluntary” in the ordinary sense of that term 
as the State contends and the Court of Appeals concluded. In addi- 
tion, while there are no locked gates or fences, the conditions at 
IMPACT resemble imprisonment. Trainees have no control over any 
daily activities while at IMPACT, except for thirty minutes a day, as 
demonstrated by defendant’s testimony and the IMPACT brochure. 
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A defendant placed on house arrest or one required to visit a pro- 
bation officer has no such restrictions. While sentenced to house 
arrest, a defendant is confined to his or her home, but still maintains 
a large amount of liberty. In fact, all such defendants are free to do as 
they please in their own homes. They are allowed to associate with 
family and friends, eat when and what they want, engage in all their 
normal home activities, and sleep when they want in the comfort of 
their own homes. Likewise, there exists substantial liberty in regard 
to required visits with a probation officer. A defendant meets with his 
or her probation officer for only a brief amount of time during a day 
over a specified period. Other than those required visits, a defendant 
has full freedom of association, activity and movement as long as 
such does not violate any other condition of probation. 


While trainees may be “free to leave” IMPACT, those who fail or 
withdraw from the program face the probability of returning to 
prison. The State stated in oral argument that failure to complete 
IMPACT is a probation violation, which results in the defendant being 
returned to court for modification of the trial court’s original order. 
See generally N.C.G.S. § 15A-1844(c). Defendant was aware of the 
consequences of leaving or quitting IMPACT. He testified during his 
probation violation hearing that if he left the facility, he “would have 
[to come] back to court for the contempt of court charge.” As the 
State acknowledged in its brief, modification of a judgment based on 
a probation violation often results in a defendant facing activation of 
his or her suspended sentence. See generally N.C.G.S. § 15A-1344(d). 


In many respects, a defendant ordered to submit to the IMPACT 
program has less freedom or liberty than a defendant serving an 
active sentence in a standard correctional facility. “Confinement” is 
defined as “the act of imprisoning or restraining someone; the state of 
being imprisoned or restrained,” while “custody” is defined as “the 
care and control of a thing or person for inspection, preservation, or 
security.” Black’s Law Dictionary 390 (7th ed. 1999). Black’s Law 
Dictionary also specifically defines types of custody such as 
“penal custody” and “physical custody.” Jd. “Penal custody” is defined 
as “custody intended to punish a criminal offender,” and “physical 
custody” is defined as “custody of a person . . . whose freedom is 
directly controlled and limited.” /d. The requirements and demands of 
the IMPACT program fully meet these definitions, and we thus con- 
clude that defendant was “in confinement” or “custody” while attend- 
ing IMPACT, within the ordinary and reasonable meaning of each of 
those terms as they are used in N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1. Defendant was 
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therefore entitled to credit for the eighty-one days he spent in the 
program. See N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1. 


Defendant contends in his second assignment of error that fail- 
ure to credit time spent attending [MPACT is in violation of N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-1340.17 because the sentence served will exceed the statutory 
sentence allowed; and in his third assignment of error, he argues that 
failure to credit time spent attending IMPACT violates guarantees in 
the United States Constitution and the North Carolina Constitution 
against double jeopardy. In view of our determination that time spent 
attending IMPACT should be credited against a defendant’s activated 
sentence, we decline to address these issues. 


In summary, based upon our holding in Farris, and pursuant to 
N.C.G.S. § 15-196.1, defendant must be credited with “all time [he] 
was in custody and not at liberty as the result of the charge.” Farris, 
336 N.C. at 556, 444 S.E.2d at 185. Defendant was “in custody and not 
at liberty” while participating in the IMPACT program. Jd. Thus, we 
conclude that the trial court’s refusal to credit the eighty-one days 
defendant spent attending IMPACT was error. The decision of the 
Court of Appeals is therefore reversed, and this case is remanded to 
that court for further remand to the trial court for disposition in 
accord with this opinion. 


REVERSED AND REMANDED. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA vy. KEITH BUTLER 


No. 653A01 


(Filed 16 August 2002) 


Drugs— trafficking in cocaine-—sufficiency of evidence—con- 
structive possession 


The trial court did not err by denying defendant's motion to 
dismiss the charges of trafficking in cocaine based on plenary evi- 
dence of additional incriminating circumstances tending to estab- 
lish defendant’s constructive possession of cocaine found in a 
taxi under the driver’s seat approximately twelve minutes after 
defendant exited the taxi, including the facts that: (1) defendant, 
carrying a single small bag, got off a bus that had originated in a 
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city deemed to be a source for narcotics; (2) upon seeing narcotic 
officers defendant began to act suspicious by walking very 
briskly through the bus terminal after making eye contact with 
the officers, defendant repeatedly glanced back at the officers 
who had begun to follow him, and defendant again paused to look 
back at the officers before hurrying into a taxi cab parked outside 
the terminal; (3) defendant urged the cab driver to leave immedi- 
ately, and defendant appeared nervous and fidgety when the offi- 
cers approached the cab to ask defendant to step out with his 
bag; (4) the cab driver testified that he felt defendant struggling 
and pushing the back of the cab driver's seat, and the driver tes- 
tified that defendant was the only person who had been in a posi- 
tion to place the package in that location; and (5) defendant led 
the officers away from the vehicle and to the terminal doors in 
order to be questioned, and defendant made no effort to obtain 
another cab despite the urgency with which he had previously 
tried to depart the terminal. 


Justice OrR dissenting. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 147 N.C. App. 1, 556 S.E.2d 304 
(2001), finding no error in judgments entered 29 October 1998 by 
Jones (Abraham Penn), J., in Superior Court, Wake County. The case 
was calendared for argument in the Supreme Court 17 April 2002, but 
was determined on the briefs without oral argument upon defendant’s 
motion for the Court to decide the case pursuant to N.C. R. App. P. 


30(f)(1). 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Claud R. Whitener, III, 
Assistant Attorney General, for the State. 


John T. Hall for defendant-appellant. 


BUTTERFIELD, Justice. 


Defendant Keith Butler was indicted on 7 July 1998 for trafficking 
in cocaine by transportation of twenty-eight grams or more but less 
than two hundred grams of cocaine and trafficking in cocaine by pos- 
session of twenty-eight grams or more but less than two hundred 
grams of cocaine. The trial court consolidated the charges for trial, 
and the jury found defendant guilty of both offenses. Thereupon, the 
trial court sentenced defendant to two consecutive terms of thirty- 
five to forty-two months’ imprisonment. From the judgments entered 
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upon his convictions, defendant appealed to the Court of Appeals, 
assigning error, inter alia, to the trial court’s failure to dismiss the 
charges for lack of sufficient evidence. The Court of Appeals, in a 
split decision, affirmed the trial court. Defendant appeals to this 
Court as of right based on the dissent. 


At trial, the State presented evidence tending to show the follow- 
ing facts. Detectives D.C. Murphy and K.A. Halsaber, who were 
assigned to the Interdiction Unit of the Drug Task Force of the 
Raleigh Police Department, were surveilling the Greyhound Bus ter- 
minal on Jones Street on the morning of 20 January 1998. The objec- 
tive of the Interdiction Unit, according to Murphy’s testimony, was to 
intercept drugs entering Raleigh from “source” cities, those cities 
where drugs are known to be prevalent. On this occasion, the officers 
were watching the passengers of a bus that had just arrived from New 
York City, a source city, and that had as its final destination Miami 
Beach, which is also a source city. Defendant exited the bus carrying 
only a small duffel bag and quickly drew the attention of the officers 
when he began to behave in a suspicious manner. Murphy testified 
that defendant stopped when he reached the entrance to the terminal, 
turned around to look at the officers, paused momentarily, and then 
proceeded to walk “very briskly” through the terminal. The officers 
followed, and as defendant pressed his way to the exit, he looked 
back several times, making eye contact with the officers. Murphy 
stated that when defendant reached the exit, he hesitated, glanced 
back at the officers again, and then hurried through the door. 


Christopher Thomas, a driver for the Checker Cab Company, was 
parked outside the terminal approximately two feet from the exit. 
Thomas testified that defendant hopped into the backseat of the cab 
directly behind the driver’s seat; slammed the door; and yelled, “let’s 
go, let’s go, let’s go.” Before Thomas could drive off, however, the offi- 
cers exited the terminal and signaled him not to move. The officers 
then identified themselves to defendant and asked him to get out of 
the vehicle with his bag, which was resting on the seat beside him. 
Murphy described defendant’s demeanor at that time as “very ner- 
vous” and “fidgety.” Further, Murphy noted that defendant was “very 
slow” to exit the vehicle and that he bent down and reached toward 
the driver’s seat prior to opening the door. Murphy testified that he 
and Halsaber were able to “see just barely the top of [defendant’s] 
head and part of his shoulder.” Defendant’s hands, according to 
Murphy, were hidden from the officers’ view. Regarding defendant’s 
movements, Thomas testified that he felt defendant “struggling” 
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behind him and “pushing the back of [Thomas’] seat” before opening 
the door. 


Upon exiting the cab, and without being instructed to do so, 
defendant walked over to the front doors of the terminal, drawing the 
officers away from the vehicle. Murphy testified that this was 
unusual, in that the officers would typically begin such an interview 
standing right next to the cab so that the subject of the interview 
could get back into the cab and leave if the officers saw no need for 
further questioning. 


While standing outside the terminal doors, the officers briefly 
questioned defendant concerning his name, point of origin, and desti- 
nation. They then asked defendant to accompany them to a private 
room inside the terminal and, with defendant’s permission, con- 
ducted a pat down of his person and a search of his duffel bag. 
Finding no contraband in defendant’s possession, the officers 
told defendant he was free to leave, which he did. Rather than 
attempt to secure another taxicab, however, defendant left the ter- 
minal on foot. 


Meanwhile, Thomas picked up another fare, a man Thomas rec- 
ognized from having previously provided him taxi services. Thomas 
testified that the man entered the cab through the rear passenger 
door and occupied the rear passenger seat throughout the trip. 
Thomas said that he drove the man approximately six or seven blocks 
to the Wake County Public Safety Building. Additionally, Thomas 
stated that at no time during the ride did he observe or otherwise 
detect the man make any movements toward the driver’s side of the 
cab. After dropping the man at his destination, Thomas returned 
directly to the bus terminal and did not pick up any other fares along 
the way. The entire trip, according to Thomas, lasted approximately 
ten minutes. 


When Thomas returned to the terminal, Detective Murphy 
approached and asked to search his cab. Thomas consented, and 
Murphy discovered a package under the driver’s seat, wrapped in a 
white napkin and secured with Scotch tape. The package contained a 
white powdery substance later identified as cocaine. Murphy asked 
Thomas when he had last cleaned the cab. Thomas stated that he had 
cleaned and vacuumed the cab prior to beginning his shift and that 
defendant was his first fare of the morning. According to Thomas, the 
cocaine had not been under the driver’s seat when defendant entered 
the cab. 
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Shortly thereafter, the officers found defendant walking north- 
bound on Glenwood Avenue, approximately ten to twelve blocks 
away from the terminal. They arrested defendant, and a search of his 
person revealed a small sum of money, a pager, and a cell phone. 


By his sole assignment of error, defendant contends that the 
Court of Appeals erred in affirming the trial court’s denial of his 
motion to dismiss the charges of trafficking in cocaine. Defendant 
argues that the evidence was insufficient to demonstrate beyond a 
reasonable doubt that he was in either actual or constructive posses- 
sion of any contraband substance. For the reasons that follow, we 
must disagree. 


When considering a motion to dismiss, the trial court’s inquiry is 
limited to a determination of “whether there is substantial evidence 
of each essential element of the offense charged and of the defendant 
being the perpetrator of the offense.” State v. Crawford, 344 N.C. 65, 
73, 472 S.E.2d 920, 925 (1996). To be substantial, the evidence need 
not be irrefutable or uncontroverted; it need only be such as would 
satisfy a reasonable mind as being “adequate to support a conclu- 
sion.” State v. Lucas, 353 N.C. 568, 581, 548 S.E.2d 712, 721 (2001). 
For purposes of a motion to dismiss, evidence is deemed less than 
substantial if it raises no more than mere suspicion or conjecture as 
to the defendant’s guilt. State v. Wilson, 354 N.C. 498, 521, 556 8.E.2d 
272, 290 (2001). 


In ruling on a motion to dismiss, the trial court must examine the 
evidence in the light most beneficial to the State, drawing all reason- 
able inferences therefrom in favor of the State’s case. State v. 
Robinson, 355 N.C. 320, 336, 561 S.E.2d 245, 256 (2002). “The trial 
court does not weigh the evidence. consider evidence unfavorable to 
the State, or determine any witness’ credibility.” State v. Parker, 354 
N.C. 268, 278, 553 S.E.2d 885, 894 (2001), cert. denied, —- U.S. —, 
153 L. Ed. 2d 162 (2002). “If there is substantial evidence—whether 
direct, circumstantial, or both—to support a finding that the offense 
charged has been committed and that the defendant committed it, the 
case is for the jury and the motion to dismiss should be denied.” State 
v. Locklear, 322 N.C. 349, 358, 368 35.E.2d 377, 383 (1988). This is true, 
even if the evidence likewise permits a reasonable inference of the 
defendant’s innocence. State v. Grigsby, 351 N.C. 454, 457, 526 $.E.2d 
460, 462 (2000). 


With regard to possession of contraband, this Court recently set 
forth the applicable law as follows: 
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“(I]n a prosecution for possession of contraband materials, 
the prosecution is not required to prove actual physical posses- 
sion of the materials.” State v. Perry, 316 N.C. 87, 96, 340 S.E.2d 
450, 456 (1986). Proof of nonexclusive, constructive possession is 
sufficient. Jd. Constructive possession exists when the defend- 
ant, “while not having actual possession, ... has the intent and 
capability to maintain control and dominion over” the narcotics. 
State v. Beaver, 317 N.C. 643, 648, 346 S.E.2d 476, 480 (1986). 
“Where such materials are found on the premises under the con- 
trol of an accused, this fact, in and of itself, gives rise to an infer- 
ence of knowledge and possession which may be sufficient to 
carry the case to the jury on a charge of unlawful possession.” 
State v. Harvey, 281 N.C. 1, 12, 187 S.E.2d 706, 714 (1972). 
“However, unless the person has exclusive possession of the 
place where the narcotics are found, the State must show other 
incriminating circumstances before constructive possession may 
be inferred.” [State v.] Davis, 325 N.C. [693,] 697, 386 S.E.2d [187,] 
190 [(1989)]; see also [State v.] Brown, 310 N.C. [563,] 569, 313 
S.E.2d [585,] 588-89 [(1984)}. 


State v. Matias, 354 N.C. 549, 552, 556 8.E.2d 269, 270-71 (2001). 


In Matias, a majority of this Court concluded that the State’s 
evidence was sufficient to establish the defendant’s constructive pos- 
session of cocaine and that the trial court properly denied the defend- 
ant’s motion to dismiss the charge. The evidence showed that while 
patrolling an apartment complex, two law enforcement officers 
detected an odor of marijuana emanating from a vehicle in the park- 
ing lot. The officers placed the driver under arrest and then instructed 
the remaining three occupants to get out of the vehicle. During a 
search of the vehicle, the officers discovered a clear plastic bag that 
contained marijuana and “ ‘a small piece of tin foil that was kind of 
balled up.’ ” Jd. at 551, 556 S.E.2d at 270. Inside the foil was cocaine. 
The officers found the bag between the seat pads of the right rear 
seat, where the defendant had been sitting. According to the testi- 
mony of the officers, the “defendant was the only person who could 
have placed the plastic bag in the space between the seat pads.” /d. 
While conducting the search, the officers also discovered rolling 
papers and observed marijuana seeds in the carpeting. 


In concluding that there were additional incriminating circum- 
stances sufficient to support a finding that the defendant was in 
constructive possession of the cocaine, the majority relied on the fol- 
lowing: (i) that the “defendant had been in the car approximately 
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twenty minutes,” (ii) that “there was an odor of marijuana in the 
car,” (iii) that there were “marijuana seeds and rolling papers inside 
the car,” (iv) that the package of narcotics was discovered between 
the pads of the defendant’s seat, and (v) that there was testimony 
from an officer that the “defendant was the only person in the car 
who could have shoved the package containing the cocaine into the 
crease of the car seat.” Jd. at 552, 556 S.E.2d at 271. The majority held 
that, in light of this evidence, “a juror could reasonably determine 
defendant knew drugs were in the car.” Jd. (emphasis added). 


The dissent, however, quarreled with the notion that the evidence 
supported a reasonable inference that the defendant knew of the 
presence of the cocaine. Unlike the marijuana, the dissent reasoned, 
the cocaine was odorless, and there was no conspicuous evidence of 
its use inside the vehicle. Therefore, the dissent took the position that 
the only incriminating circumstance tending to support the defend- 
ant’s constructive possession of the cocaine was his proximity to 
where the package was hidden. According to the dissent, this evi- 
dence was insufficient to sustain the defendant’s conviction for pos- 
session of cocaine. | 


In the case sub judice, the additional incriminating circum- 
stances tending to establish defendant’s constructive possession of 
the cocaine were plenary. Taken in the light most favorable to the 
State and drawing all reasonable inferences in favor of the State, the 
evidence showed that defendant, carrying a single small bag, alighted 
from a bus that had originated in New York City, a city deemed to be 
a source for narcotics. Upon seeing the narcotics officers, defendant 
began to act suspiciously. According to Detective Murphy, defendant 
paused, made eye contact with the officers, and then proceeded to 
walk “very briskly” through the terminal. As he did so, defendant 
repeatedly glanced back at the officers, who had begun to follow him. 
When defendant reached the front exit, he paused again to look back 
at the officers before hurrying into Thomas’ cab, which was parked 
outside the terminal. Defendant slammed the door and urged Thomas 
to leave immediately, shouting, “let’s go, let’s go, let’s go.” 


Further, Murphy testified that defendant appeared “very nervous” 
and “fidgety” when the officers approached the cab and asked him to 
step out with his bag. Murphy stated that defendant was “very slow” 
to get out of the cab and that, prior to opening the door, he bent over 
and reached toward the driver’s seat. While in this position, defend- 
ant’s hands were concealed from the officers’ view. Thomas testified 
that he felt defendant “struggling” behind him and “pushing the back 
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of [Thomas’] seat.” The package of cocaine was discovered under the 
driver’s seat approximately twelve minutes later, and according to 
Thomas, defendant was the only person who had been in a position to 
place the package in that location. 


The evidence further tended to show that defendant led the offi- 
cers away from the vehicle and to the terminal doors in order to be 
questioned. Additionally, when the officers had finished their ques- 
tioning and had allowed defendant to leave, he did so on foot. Despite 
the urgency with which he had previously tried to depart the terminal, 
defendant made no effort to obtain another cab, even though several 
available cabs were parked outside the terminal. From this evidence, 
a juror could reasonably infer that defendant possessed the cocaine 
when he exited the bus and that he stashed it under the driver’s seat 
of the cab when the officers approached him for questioning. Thus, 
we conclude that there were sufficient indicia of defendant’s con- 
structive possession to warrant submission of the trafficking charges 
to the jury. 


Defendant concedes in his brief that “[his] actions, with no more 
showing, [were] arguably consistent with being guilty of the crimes 
with which he was charged.” He contends, however, that additional 
facts show his actions also to be “consistent with those of a totally 
innocent bus passenger.” Specifically, defendant argues that his 
unusual behavior—his nervousness and the slow, deliberate manner 
in which he exited the cab—can be explained by the fact that he had 
recently been shot in the buttocks. Although defendant was certainly 
free to argue this theory to the jury, these additional facts make the 
State’s evidence no less sufficient to send to the jury. Accordingly, we 
hold that the trial court properly denied defendant’s motion to dis- 
miss and that the Court of Appeals properly found no error in the trial 
court’s ruling. 


For the foregoing reasons, we affirm the decision of the Court of 
Appeals. 
AFFIRMED. 


Justice ORR dissenting. 


In State v. Matias, | joined Justice Butterfield’s dissent on the 
grounds that the evidence was insufficient to support sending the 
case to the jury based upon “constructive possession” of the discov- 
ered drugs. There, the majority concluded that “defendant was the 
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only person in the car who could have shoved . . . the cocaine into 
the crease of the car seat.” 354 N.C. 549, 552, 556 S.E.2d 269, 271 
(2001). 


The case before us now fails to meet even the minimal standard 
established by the majority in Matias, and I therefore respectfully dis- 
sent and lament Justice Butterfield’s change of view. In this case, 
there are at least two other individuals who had an equally good, if 
not better, opportunity to place the drugs under the driver’s seat in 
the taxi. First, and obviously foremost, was the taxi driver who was 
in possession and control of the taxi throughout the relevant time 
frame. The other was the passenger who drove away in the taxi after 
defendant had exited the vehicle. I note, too, that defendant was in 
the vehicle for less than a minute, a considerably shorter period than 
either of the other two occupants, and that he was never alone. 


The majority places great weight on the “suspicious” facts 
surrounding defendant’s arrival from New York City, e.g., his ner- 
vousness and the like. While those circumstances may serve to 
demonstrate that the stop and subsequent search were reasonable 
police actions, they do not satisfy the evidentiary criteria necessary 
to establish constructive drug possession which, in the absence of a 
showing of exclusive control, requires the State to produce other 
incriminating evidence tying a defendant to the discovered contra- 
band. See State v. Davis, 325 N.C. 693, 697, 386 S.E.2d 187, 190 (1989). 
Heretofore, this Court has not addressed whether suspicious conduct 
that may justify a search may also serve as sufficient “other incrimi- 
nating evidence” for purposes of establishing constructive possession 
of drugs in situations where a suspect had neither an ownership inter- 
est in the premises nor exclusive control of such premises. However, 
other courts have considered suspicious conduct in the context of 
constructive possession, with the most compelling case being 
decided by the Virginia Supreme Court: 


The mere finding of the [contraband] upon the premises 
occupied by [the accused] and another created no presumption of 
law that [the accused] was in the possession of it... . There was 
no positive evidence of the possession of it by him. The circum- 
stances were suspicious, to say the least; but circumstances of 
suspicion, no matter how grave or strong, are not proof of guilt 
sufficient to support a verdict of guilty. The actual commission of 
the crime by the accused must be shown by evidence beyond a 
reasonable doubt to sustain his conviction. 


150 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


STATE v. AL-BAYYINAH 
[356 N.C. 150 (2002)] 


Powers v. Commonwealth, 182 Va. 669, 675-76, 30 S.E.2d 22, 25 (1944) 
(holding that mere suspicions regarding the defendant’s conduct 
failed as a matter of law to link him to illegal substances that were 
discovered in a place not under his exclusive control). Thus, in step 
with the Virginia Supreme Court’s well-reasoned view, I would hold 
that defendant’s purported suspicious conduct, without more, proves 
insufficient as support for an inference of constructive possession. AS 
a result, I would additionally conclude that such evidence is inade- 
quate as a matter of law for purposes of validating defendant’s 
convictions for offenses involving possession of the illegal drugs 
found in the taxi. 


Finally, while the majority makes much of defendant’s move- 
ments getting in and out of the taxi, it pays little heed at all to a plau- 
sible explanation for defendant’s apparent physical struggles: shortly 
before the incident in question, defendant had been the victim of a 
robbery, during which he was shot in the buttocks. It is also of some 
interest to note that the undercover agents did not ask the taxi driver 
to allow them to inspect the car at the time they detained defendant, 
opting instead to permit the taxi to pick up another fare and leave 
the scene. Couple these circumstances with the fact that no other 
drugs, or even drug residue, were found on defendant, and this case 
appears even weaker than the one mounted against the defendant in 
Matias. I therefore must disagree with the majority. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. JATHIYAH A. AL-BAYYINAH, 
AKA TERRY DENNIS MOORE 


No. 90A01 


(Filed 16 August 2002) 


Evidence— prior crimes or bad acts—dissimilar robberies— 
questionable pretrial identification procedure 


The trial court erred in an attempted robbery with a dan- 
gerous weapon and felony murder case by allowing under 
N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 404(b) testimony of two prior robberies 
allegedly committed by defendant, and defendant is entitled to a 
new trial because: (1) the testimony described robberies that 
were factually dissimilar to the robbery and murder charged in 
the instant case, and the State failed to show sufficient similari- 
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ties existed beyond those characteristics inherent to most armed 
robberies; and (2) the testimony rested upon a pretrial identifi- 
cation procedure of questionable validity including a single- 
photo identification procedure where police told the witness that 
the man pictured was in custody and made statements intimating 
that the authorities believed the man had committed not only the 
crime for which he was detained, but also the prior robberies. 


Appeal of right pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-27(a) from a judgment 
imposing a sentence of death entered by Gray, J., on 14 December 
1999 in Superior Court, Davie County, upon a jury verdict finding 
defendant guilty of first-degree murder. On 20 June 2001, the 
Supreme Court allowed defendant’s motion to bypass the Court of 
Appeals as to his appeal of an additional judgment. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 11 March 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Joan M. Cunningham and 
Amy C. Kunstling, Assistant Attorneys General, for the State. 


Staples Hughes, Appellate Defender, by Janet Moore, Assistant 
Appellate Defender, for defendant-appellant. 


MARTIN, Justice. 


On 7 December 1999, a jury convicted defendant Jathiyah A. 
Al-Bayyinah of attempted robbery with a dangerous weapon and 
felony murder. On 13 December 1999, the jury recommended a sen- 
tence of death, and the trial court entered judgment in accordance 
with that recommendation the following day. 


The facts pertinent to our disposition of this case are summa- 
rized as follows. Simon Wilford Brown (Brown) owned a wholesale 
grocery store at 473 Depot Street in Mocksville, North Carolina, 
which he operated with the help of his family, including his son, 
Charles Brown (Charles). On 6 March 1998, Charles arrived at the 
store at approximately 7:30 a.m. He entered through the front door 
and locked it behind him. About twenty minutes later, he heard his 
father enter the store. A short time later, Charles rushed to the front 
of the store when he heard his father call out for him. Motioning 
toward the front door, Brown said a man had stabbed him and had 
run out the door and to the right. 


While Charles gave chase, his father dialed 911 and reported that 
he had been stabbed in the course cf a robbery. Brown identified the 
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robber as an African-American male wearing dark clothing and 
repeated several times that he thought he recognized the robber as a 
man who had tried to cash a paycheck in his store the previous day. 
When Charles returned to the store, he noticed that his father’s wal- 
let was on the floor and that money was scattered about. A later 
inventory of the store and Brown’s wallet revealed that no substantial 
amount of money or merchandise was missing. Brown died nine days 
later, on 15 March 1998. Forensic pathologist Patrick Eugene Lantz, 
who performed the autopsy, testified that the cause of death was 
complications from a stab wound to the chest. 


Clarence Melvin Parks testified that he saw an African-American 
male dressed in a dark hooded windbreaker and jeans near 
Brown’s store shortly after 7:30 a.m. on the morning of 6 March 1998. 
Jean Sheets, who was in her car on Depot Street that morning, 
testified that she saw an African-American male dressed in dark 
clothing near Brown’s store and that a short time later, she saw 
the man running down the street. Officer Joey Reynolds of the 
Mocksville Police Department also spotted defendant near the store 
on the day of the crime. Defendant was wearing jeans, a dark blue 
sweatshirt, black boots, and a black coat. Reynolds and two other 
officers pursued defendant into a wooded area and took him into 
custody. 


At trial, the state introduced the testimony of Alexander Splitt, a 
Mocksville grocery store owner who had been robbed on two sepa- 
rate occasions approximately one month before Brown was stabbed. 
Splitt testified that the first robbery occurred on 20 January. 1998 at 
about 6:40 a.m., when he was alone in his store. A man wearing a dark 
ski mask and dark clothing ran into the store brandishing a gun and 
came behind the store counter with Splitt. Splitt described the rob- 
ber’s voice and the words he spoke, relating that the robber 
demanded money and admonished Splitt not to look at him. Splitt tes- 
tified that he could tell the man was African-American because the 
robber came very close to him, and Splitt could clearly see, under the 
lights of the store, the robber’s exposed eyes, nose, lips, and hands. 
Splitt estimated the robber’s height at around five feet seven or five 
feet eight inches. Splitt testified that the robber was moving very 
quickly and that, before he left the store, he forced Splitt to get down 
onto the floor behind the counter. Splitt noted that it was very dark 
outside and “drizzling,” but when he got up and looked out of the 
front window, he testified that he could see the robber running across 
the street, away from the store. 
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The second robbery occurred on 22 January 1998 around 7:40 
p.m. Splitt again described the weather as dark and drizzling. Splitt 
testified that an African-American man wearing dark clothing, includ- 
ing a dark blue hood, entered the store and asked Splitt for a pack of 
cigarettes. Splitt stated that as he turned his back on the man to 
retrieve the cigarettes, he thought he recognized the voice as the rob- 
ber from two days before. When Splitt turned back around, the man 
was splashing gasoline onto the grocery counter from a two-liter soda 
bottle. The gasoline soaked Splitt’s clothing and splashed onto the 
cash register. Splitt testified that the robber repeated his demand for 
money and pulled out a cigarette lighter, threatening to ignite the 
gasoline. Splitt recounted that he recognized not only the robber’s 
voice, but also his eyes and face, visible under the hood. After Splitt 
gave him the money, he watched as the robber quickly exited and ran 
across the street away from the store in the same direction as the first 
robber. The day after this encounter, Splitt reported both of the rob- 
beries to the Davie County Sheriff's Department. 


On 3 February 1998, Splitt reviewed the Department’s mug shot 
book but was unable to identify the robber out of several thousand 
photos. Defendant’s picture was not in the mug shot book at that 
time. A few hours after Brown was stabbed on 6 March 1998, a detec- 
tive contacted Splitt and told him that he had a suspect in custody for 
a robbery that had occurred that morning. Splitt was invited to come 
to the magistrate’s office to look at a photograph of defendant, the 
suspect. Splitt was shown a single photograph of defendant, and 
Splitt identified defendant as the man he believed had robbed his 
store on two previous occasions. 


In response to defendant’s motion to suppress Splitt’s testimony, 
the state countered that Splitt’s descriptions of the two prior armed 
robberies were admissible under Rule 404(b) of the North Carolina 
Rules of Evidence. The trial court denied defendant’s motion to sup- 
press. Defendant argues the trial court committed reversible error 
because Splitt’s testimony was irrelevant and was used solely for the 
unfairly prejudicial purpose of proving bad character. 


Rule 404(b) provides that “[e]vidence of other crimes, wrongs, or 
acts is not admissible to prove the character of a person in order to 
show that he acted in conformity therewith. It may, however, be 
admissible for other purposes, such as proof of motive, opportunity, 
intent, preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, or absence of mistake, 
entrapment or accident.” N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 404(b) (2001). In 
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State v. Coffey, 326 N.C. 268, 389 S.E.2d 48 (1990), this Court held that 
Rule 404(b) “state[s] a clear general rule of inclusion of relevant evi- 
dence of other crimes, wrongs or acts by a defendant, subject to but 
one exception requiring its exclusion if its only probative value is to 
show that the defendant has the propensity or disposition to commit 
an offense of the nature of the crime charged.” Jd. at 278-79, 389 
S.E.2d at 54 (emphasis altered). 


Rule 404(b) evidence, however, should be carefully scrutinized in 
order to adequately safeguard against the improper introduction of 
character evidence against the accused. See N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 
404(a) (“Evidence of a person’s character . . . is not admissible for the 
purpose of proving that he acted in conformity therewith on a partic- 
ular occasion.”); see also Michelson v. United States, 335 U.S. 469, 
475-76, 93 L. Ed. 168, 174 (1948) (“The inquiry [into character] is not 
rejected because character is irrelevant; on the contrary, it is said to 
weigh too much with the [jurors] and to so overpersuade them as to 
prejudge one with a bad general record and deny him a fair opportu- 
nity to defend against a particular charge. The overriding policy of 
excluding such evidence, despite its admitted probative value, is the 
practical experience that its disallowance tends to prevent confusion 
of issues, unfair surprise and undue prejudice.”) (footnote omitted); 
State v. Jones, 322 N.C. 585, 588, 369 S.E.2d 822, 824 (1988) (“[T]he 
admissibility of evidence of a prior crime must be closely scrutinized 
since this type of evidence may put before the jury crimes or bad acts 
allegedly committed by the defendant for which he has neither been 
indicted nor convicted.”). As we stated in State v. Johnson, 317 N.C. 
417, 347 S.E.2d 7 (1986), “[t]}he dangerous tendency of [Rule 404(b)] 
evidence to mislead and raise a legally spurious presumption of guilt 
requires that its admissibility should be subjected to strict scrutiny by 
the courts.” /d. at 480, 347 S.E.2d at 15; see also 1A John H. Wigmore, 
Evidence § 58.2 (Peter Tillers ed. 1983) (“[Character evidence] is 
objectionable not because it has no appreciable probative value but 
because it has too much. The natural and inevitable tendency of the 
tribunal—whether judge or jury—is to give excessive weight to the 
vicious record of crime thus exhibited and either to allow it to bear 
too strongly on the present charge or to take the proof of it as 
justifying a condemnation, irrespective of the accused’s guilt of the 
present charge.”). 


To effectuate these important evidentiary safeguards, the rule of 
inclusion described in Coffey is constrained by the requirements of 
similarity and temporal proximity. State v. Lloyd, 354 N.C. 76, 88, 552 
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S.E.2d 596, 608 (2001); State v. Lynch, 334 N.C. 402, 412, 432 S.E.2d 
349, 354 (1993); State v. Price, 326 N.C. 56, 69, 388 S.E.2d 84, 91, sen- 
tence vacated on other grounds, 498 U.S. 802, 112 L. Ed. 2d 7 (1990). 
Evidence of a prior bad act generally is admissible under Rule 404(b) 
if it constitutes “substantial evidence tending to support a reasonable 
finding by the jury that the defendant committed the similar act.” 
State v. Stager, 329 N.C. 278, 303, 406 S.E.2d 876, 890 (1991) (citing 
Huddleston v. United States, 485 U.S. 681, 99 L. Ed. 2d 771 (1988)) 
(quotation marks omitted) (emphasis added). 


Assuming, without deciding, that defendant committed the Splitt 
robberies, substantial evidence of similarity among the prior bad acts 
and the crimes charged is nonetheless lacking. The details of the 
Splitt robberies were generic to the act of robbery: The robber wore 
dark, nondescript clothing that obscured his face; carried a weapon; 
demanded money; and fled upon receiving it. Both times Splitt’s store 
was robbed, the perpetrator took money, while in the instant crime, 
the robber took nothing of substantial value. Splitt was robbed first at 
gunpoint, then under threat of immolation, while the victim in the 
instant crime was surprised from behind, hit on the back of the head, 
and stabbed. 


Even when compared with each other, the two Splitt robberies 
were so dissimilar that Splitt himself admitted it was only when he 
heard the perpetrators voice during the second robbery that he 
believed the same person committed both robberies. In the first Splitt 
robbery, the robber rushed into the store and immediately demanded 
money, while in the second, the robber pretended to be a legitimate 
customer before demanding money. In the first robbery, the man used 
a gun; in the second, gasoline and a lighter. The first robbery took 
place in the early morning, and the second occurred at night. The first 
robber was masked, while the second was not. 


In essence, Splitt’s testimony described robberies that were fac- 
tually dissimilar to the robbery and murder charged in the instant 
case. The state offered evidence showing that Splitt was robbed and 
that defendant may have committed the offenses. The state failed to 
show, however, that sufficient similarities existed between the Splitt 
robberies and the present robbery and murder beyond those charac- 
teristics inherent to most armed robberies, i.e., use of a weapon, a 
demand for money, immediate flight. See Lynch, 334 N.C. at 412, 4382 
S.E.2d at 354 (holding that, because the details of the prior bad acts 
and the crimes charged were dissirnilar, they did not bear “any logical 
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relationship” to each other, and hence should not have been admitted 
under Rule 404(b)). 


Moreover, in addition to the factual dissimilarity between the 
Splitt robberies and the instant crime, Splitt’s testimony also rested 
upon a pretrial identification procedure of questionable validity. The 
trial court determined that the single-photograph identification pro- 
cedure used in the present case was not impermissibly suggestive 
under the totality of the circumstances. The evidence of record, how- 
ever, indicates that on the afternoon of the Brown robbery, the detec- 
tive telephoned Splitt and told him that there had been a robbery in 
Mocksville that morning. The detective stated that a suspect was in 
custody for the robbery and asked Splitt “to look at [a] photograph [of 
the suspect] and tell me yes or no if he thought that was possibly 
someone that was involved in [Splitt’s] case.” When Splitt arrived 
at the magistrate’s office, he was shown a single photograph of 
defendant, then in custody for the Brown robbery. Splitt identified 
defendant from the photograph as the man he believed had robbed 
his store on two prior occasions. 


This pretrial identification procedure was potentially flawed in 
several respects. First, the detective made suggestive statements 
when inviting Splitt to view the single photograph of defendant. In 
State v. Knight, 282 N.C. 220, 192 S.E.2d 283 (1972), this Court held a 
pretrial identification procedure impermissibly suggestive where 
police showed the witness a single photograph of the defendant, 
stated that the man pictured was in custody, and asked if he was the 
perpetrator of a prior crime involving the witness. Jd. at 226, 192 
S.E.2d at 287; see generally Simmons v. United States, 390 U.S. 377, 
383, 19 L. Ed. 2d 1247, 1253 (1968) (“Even if the police .. . follow the 
most correct photographic identification procedures and show... 
pictures of a number of individuals without indicating whom [the 
police] suspect, there is some danger that the witness may make an 
incorrect identification.”). Similarly, in the case at bar, the detective 
told Splitt that the man pictured was in custody and made statements 
intimating that the authorities believed defendant had committed not 
only the crime for which he was detained, but also the robberies of 
Splitt’s store.! See, e.g., United States v. Wade, 388 U.S. 218, 234, 18 
L. Ed. 2d 1149, 1161 (1967) (noting that a single-suspect identification 


1. At apretrial hearing, even the state noted that it was “very concerned about not 
putting error into this case” because of “potential problems with the identification by 
{Splitt], because he was shown a photograph of the Defendant and asked by [a] law 
enforcement officer, is this the man who committed the robbery.” 
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procedure can “clearly convey{] the suggestion to the witness that the 
one presented is believed guilty by the police”). Further, the detective 
admitted that he showed Splitt only one photograph and conceded on 
voir dire that a multiphotographic lineup is a better method for wit- 
ness identification than a single-photographic showing. See State v. 
Yancey, 291 N.C. 656, 661, 231 S.E.2d 637, 640 (1977) (“Our courts 
have widely condemned the practice of showing suspects singly to 
persons for the purpose of identification.”). The detective also admit- 
ted that he had ample time to put together a multiphotograph array 
but did not do so. The North Carolina Justice Academy (NCJA), 
which trains thousands of criminal justice personnel throughout the 
state, cautions against the use of improper identification procedures 
in its training materials. 


In sum, the Rule 404(b) evidence in the present case rested on 
questionable identification procedures, which in turn arose from rob- 
beries that were factually dissimilar to the robbery and murder 
charged in the instant case. The trial court therefore erred, under the 
facts and circumstances of the instant case, in admitting Splitt’s testi- 
mony under Rule 404(b) of the North Carolina Rules of Evidence. 
Accordingly, as we cannot conclude that the admission of Splitt’s tes- 
timony was harmless, see N.C.G.S. § 15A-1443(a) (2001), defendant is 
entitled to a new trial. 


NEW TRIAL. 


2. NCJA course materials counsel officers that “[b]efore conducting an identifi- 
cation procedure, officers should not tell a witness that they have a suspect in custody 
or that a [picture of the] suspect will be among the... photographs the witness is about 
to view,” and that “[t]here should be... several photos in a photo lineup.” Robert L. 
Farb, Arrest, Search, and Investigation in North Carolina 226 (North Carolina 
Institute of Government, ed., 2d ed. 1992). Trainees are also warned that “[p]resenting 
only one person to a witness for possible identification is a suggestive identification 
procedure that normally should be avoided.” Jd. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Vv. ORDER 


Nem Ne Ne ee” 


ANTHONY LASHAUN MILLS 
No. 110P02 


This case is remanded to the North Carolina Court of Appeals for 
the limited purpose for reconsideration in light of State v. Hearst, 
356 N.C. 1382, —— S.E.2nd — (2002). 


By order of the Court in Conference, this 15th day of August 
2002. 


Edmunds, J. 
For the Court 
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ADAMS v. JEFFERSON-PILOT LIFE INS. CO. 
No. 111P02 
Case below: 148 N.C. App. 356 


Petition by defendants (Charles Adams, April Gardin, and Kelly 
Honeycutt) for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 15 
August 2002. | 


BATDORFF v. N.C. STATE BD. OF ELECTIONS 

No. 263PA02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 108 

Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7TA-31 allowed 15 August 2002. 
BNT CO. v. BAKER PRECYTHE DEV. CO. 

No. 373P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 52 

Petition by defendant/third party plaintiff for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 16 August 2002. 
CALLICOAT v. FAULKNER 

No. 375P01 

Case below: 143 N.C. App. 715 


Petition by respondent (Commissioner of Motor Vehicles) for dis- 
cretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
Conditional petition by petitioner for discretionary review as to addi- 
tional issues pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 15 August 
2002. 


CERTAIN UNDERWRITERS AT LLOYD’S LONDON v. HOGAN 
No. 36P02 | 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 715 


Petition by defendants (Hogan & Hogan) for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
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CLUNK v. PFIZER, INC. 

No. 297P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 975 

Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
COCHRANE v. CITY OF CHARLOTTE 

No. 150P02 

Case below: 148 N.C. App. 621 

Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
CRANDALL v. KNECHTEL 

No. 266P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 232 


Petition by defendants for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 
2002. 

CRAWFORD v. COMMERCIAL UNION MIDWEST INS. CO. 

No. 19A02 

Case below: 147 N.C. App. 455 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review orders of the 
North Carolina Court of Appeals and pursuant to Appellate Rule 
16(b) as to issues in addition to those presented as the basis for the 
dissenting opinion in the Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 


CREECH v. RANMAR PROPERTIES 
No. 572P01 
Case below: 146 N.C. App. 97 


Petition by defendants for writ of certiorari to review the deci- 
sion of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 
Conditional petition by plaintiff for writ of certiorari as to additional 
issues dismissed as moot 15 August 2002. 
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CREEK POINTE HOMEOWNER’S ASS’N v. HAPP 
No. 578P01 
Case below: 146 N.C. App. 159 


Petition by defendant and third party plaintiff (Richard Harp) 
for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 15 August 
2002. 


CRIDER v. JONES ISLAND CLUB, INC. 
No. 691P01 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 262 


Petition by plaintiffs for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 


DIXIE LUMBER CO. OF CHERRYVILLE, INC. v. 
N.C. DEP’T OF ENVW’T, HEALTH & NATURAL RES 


No. 261P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 144 


Petition by petitioner for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 


FRAZIER v. COOPER 
No. 417P02 
Case below: Craven County Superior Court 


Application by petitioner pro se for writ of habeas corpus denied 
15 July 2002. 


FRAZIER v. LEE 
No. 284P02 
Case below: Craven County Superior Court 


Application by petitioner pro se for writ of habeas corpus and 
writ of mandamus denied 15 July 2002. 
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FRAZIER v. STEELMAN 

No. 388P02 

Case below: Wake County Superior Court 

Petition by petitioner pro se for writ of mandamus denied 15 
August 2002. Petition by petitioner pro se for writ of prohibition 
denied 15 August 2002. Justice Edmunds recused. 
GUILFORD FIN. SERVS., LLC v. CITY OF BREVARD 

No. 295A02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 1 

Petition by respondent for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addition to those pre- 
sented as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the Court of Appeals 
denied 15 August 2002. Verified motion by petitioner for expedited 
consideration denied 15 August 2002. 
HARRIS v. THOMPSON CONTR’RS, INC. 

No. 122PA02 

Case below: 148 N.C. App. 472 

Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 allowed 15 August 2002. 
IN RE B.A. 

No. 198PA02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 667 


Petition by petitioner for writ of supersedeas allowed 15 August 
2002. Petition by petitioner for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 allowed 15 August 2002. 


IN RE BRAITHWAITE 
No. 326P02 


Case below: 150 N.C. App. 434 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 15 August 2002. Petition 
by respondent for writ of certiorari to review the order of the District 
Court, Durham County, denied 15 August 2002. 
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IN RE ECKARD 
No. 415P01-2 
Case below: 148 N.C. App. 541 


Petition by petitioner (Guardian ad Litem) for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S, 7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 


IN RE GURLEY 
No. 325P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 437 


Motion by Attorney General to dismiss appeal by respondent 
(Durham County) for lack of substantial constitutional question 
allowed 15 August 2002. Petition by respondent (Durham County) for 
writ of certiorari to review the order of the District Court, Durham 
County denied 15 August 2002. 


IN RE PITTMAN 
No. 229P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 756 


Notice of appeal by respondent (Lekeshia Harris) pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-30 (substantial constitutional question) dismissed ex mero 
motu 15 August 2002. Petition by respondent (James Pittman) for dis- 
cretionary review pursuant to G.S. ’A-31 denied 15 April 2002. 


IN RE ROBERTS 
No. 290PA02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 86 


Notice of appeal by respondent (Buncombe County Board of 
Education) pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial constitutional ques- 
tion) retained 15 August 2002. Petition by respondent (Buncombe 
County Board of Education) for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 allowed 15 August 2002. 
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KEENER LUMBER CO. v. PERRY 
No. 248P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 19 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. Conditional petition by defendants for 
discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 15 
August 2002. 


LEGRANDE v. STATE 
No. 327P02-1,-3,-4 
Case below: Stanly County Superior Court 


Application by plaintiff pro se for writ of habeas corpus denied 8 
August 2002. Plaintiff's pro se complaint for injury to person dis- 
missed 15 August 2002. Plaintiff’s civil complaint against the State for 
malicicious and deliberate erroneous convictions, imprisonment dis- 
missed 15 August 2002. Motion by plaintiff for a mediated settlement 
conference or a dispute settlement center resolution on civil com- 
plaint against the State for malicious and deliberate erroneous con- 
victions, imprisonments and sentence of death dismissed 15 August 
2002. 


LOGAN v. ROGERS CONCRETE CO. 
No. 161 P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 232 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 


METTS v. TURNER 
No. 251P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 844 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
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MOSES v. YOUNG 

No. 236P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 613 

Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
N.C. DEP’T OF CORR. v. MCKIMMEY 

No. 238P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 605 

Petition by petitioner for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
N.C. FARM BUREAU MUT. INS. CO. v. HARRELL 

No. 74P02 

Case below: 148 N.C. App. 183 

Petition by plaintiff-appellant for discretionary review pursuant 
to G.S. 7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
OFFISS, INC. v. FIRST UNION NAT’L BANK 

No. 332P02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 356 

Petition by plaintiff for writ of certiorari to review the decision of 
the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 
OWENBY v. YOUNG 

No. 286PA02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 412 


Petition by defendant for writ of supersedeas allowed 15 August 
2002. Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substan- 
tial constitutional question) retained 15 August 2002. Petition by 
defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 allowed 15 
August 2002. Motion by plaintiff to dismiss notice of appeal based 
upon a constitutional question denied 15 August 2002. 
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PIEDMONT TRIAD REG’L WATER AUTH. v. LAMB 
No. 312P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 594 


Petition by plaintiff for writ of supersedeas denied 15 August 
2002. Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. Temporary stay dissolved 15 August 
2002. 


RATCLIFF v. N.C. DEP’T OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVS. 
No. 292P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 976 


Petition by petitioner for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 


ROSERO v. BLAKE 
No. 322A02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 250 


Motion by defendant for temporary stay denied 25 July 
2002. Petition by defendant for writ of supersedeas denied 25 July 
2002. Petition by plaintiff for writ of supersedeas allowed 15 August 
2002. Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S5. 
7A-31 and Appellant Rule 16(b) as to issues in addition to those 
presented as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the Court of 
Appeals allowed 15 August 2002. 


RUIZ v. BELK MASONRY CoO. 
No. 154P02 
Case below: 148 N.C. App. 675 


Motion by plaintiff to dismiss the appeal for lack of substantional 
constitutional question allowed 15 August 2002. Petition by defend- 
ants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 15 August 
2002. 
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SCIOLINO v. TD WATERHOUSE INVESTOR SERVS., INC. 
No. 240P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 642 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 


SHARPE v. SHARPE 
No. 315P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 421 


Petition by plaintiffs for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 


SQUIRES v. JIM WALTER HOMES, INC. 
No. 343P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 438 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 16 August 2002. 


STATE v. ALEXANDER 
No. 408P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 598 


Motion by defendant for temporary stay allowed 8 August 2002 
pending determination of petition for discritionary review. 


STATE v. ALLEN 
No. 43P02 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 786 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 
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STATE v. BECTON 
No. 328P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 714 


Petition by defendant pro se for discretionary review pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. BOEKENOOGEN 
No. 689P01 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 292 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 15 August 2002. Petition 
by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 
15 August 2002. 


STATE v. CAGLE 
No. 336A95-2 
Case below: Cumberland County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order of 
the Superior Court, Cumberland County, denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. CAMP 
No. 304P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 714 


Petition by defendant-appellant pro se for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. CHRISTIAN 
No. 291P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 77 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
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STATE v. COBB 

No. 296P02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 31 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
STATE v. COE 

No. 3889P02 

Case below: 144 N.C. App. 449 

Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 
STATE v. COLE 

No. 45P02 

Case below: 147 N.C. App. 637 


Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 15 August 2002. 
Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision of 
the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 

STATE v. CRUMP 
No. 294P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 977 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 15 August 2002. Petition 
by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 
15 August 2002. 


STATE v. CUMMINGS 
No. 510A99-2 
Case below: Robeson County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order of 
the Superior Court of Robeson County denied 15 August 2002. 
Motions by defendant to amend petition for writ of certiorari and to 
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amend petition a second time allowed 15 August 2002. Motion by 
defendant to remand for evidentiary hearing, to allow oral arguments 
and submission of briefs, to remand matter for modification of April 
17, 2002 order, and to stay consideration and decision of matter pend- 
ing resolution of a Robeson County motion for appropriate relief 
denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. DAVIS 
No. 109P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 749 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 
2002. 


STATE v. DEXTER 
No. 390A02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 4380 


Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay allowed 2 August 
2002. 


STATE v. DIEHL 
No. 195A00-2 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 646 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. GOODMAN 
No. 174A02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 57 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G:S. 
7A-31 and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addition to those pre- 
sented as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the Court of Appeals 
allowed 15 August 2002. 
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STATE v. LANGSTON 
No. 383P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 977 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 
2002. 


STATE v. LEE 
No. 357P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 701 


Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas denied 15 
August 2002. Petition by Attorney General for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. LEGRANDE 
No. 327P02-2 
Case below: Stanly County Superior Court/346 N.C. App. 718 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order 
of the Superior Court, Stanly County denied 15 August 2002. Mo- 
tion by defendant for appropriate relief, dismissal of all charges on 
motion for appropriate relief in conjunction with petition for writ of 
certiorari no. 462A01-10, dismissal of all charges pursuant to G.S. 
15A-1447(b)(g) on petition for writ of certiorari No. 462A01-10, 
denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. LYNCH 
No. 242A93-4 
Case below: Gaston County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the orders of 
the Superior Court, Gaston County, denied 15 August 2002. 
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STATE v. MAHAN 
No. 342P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 717 


Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay denied 8 July 
2002. 


STATE v. MARTINEZ 
No. 318P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 715 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 15 August 2002. Petition 
by defendant for discretion review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 15 
August 2002. 


STATE v. McCLAIN 
No. 320P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 715 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. MCMILLIAN 
No. 123P02 
Case below: 139 N.C. App. 452 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. MILLER 
No. 142P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 233 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G:S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
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STATE v. NELMS 
No. 49P02 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 789 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. O’CONNOR 
No. 340P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 710 


Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay denied 5 July 
2002. Petition by the Attorney General for writ of supersedeas denied 
5 July 2002. Petition by Attorney General for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 5 July 2002. 


STATE v. RAY 
No. 166A02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 137 


Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. RHODES 
No. 387P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 208 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. Petition by defendant for writ of super- 
sedeas and motion for temporary stay denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. ROUNDTREE 
No. 313A02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 440 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 15 August 2002. 
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STATE v. SCANLON 
No. 480A99-3 
Case below: Durham County Superior Court 


Motion by defendant to remand amendments and second amend- 
ments to motion for appropriate relief allowed 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. SNYDER 
No. 181P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 233 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 15 August 2002. Petition 
by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision of the North 
Carolina Court of Appeal denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. SPIVEY 
No. 299A02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 189 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 15 August 2002. Petition 
by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 
15 August 2002. 


STATE v. STANLEY 
No. 376P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 717 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 15 August 2002. Petition 
by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 
15 August 2002. 
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STATE v. STOKES 
No. 275A02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 211 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 
Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas allowed 15 
August 2002. Petition by Attorney General for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addi- 
tion to those presented as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the 
Court of Appeals allowed 15 August 2002 as to issue 1; denied as to 
remaining issues. 


STATE v. WATSON 
No. 336P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 716 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. | 


STATE v. WESTMORELAND 
No. 132P02 
Case below: 148 N.C. App. 407 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 15 August 2002. 


STATE v. WOOD 
No. 210P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 413 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
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STATE ex rel. UTILS. COMM’N v. CAROLINA WATER SERV., INC. 
No. 267PA02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 656 


Conditional petition by respondent for discretionary review pur- 
suant to G.S. 7A-31 as to additional issues of the decision of the North 
Carolina Court of Appeals allowed 11 July 2002. 


TRUJILLO v. N.C. GRANGE MUT. INS. CO. 

No. 255P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 811 

Petition by plaintiffs for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. 
UNDERWOOD v. NORTHWESTERN MUT. LIFE INS. CO. 

No. 288P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 979 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 15 August 2002. Conditional petition by defendants for 
discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 as to additional issues of 
the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals dismissed as 
moot 15 August 2002. 


WACHOVIA BANK OF N.C. v. WEEKS 
No. 148P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 234 


Petition by intervenor plaintiff (Sadie Graham Hart) for writ of 
certiorari to review the decision of the North Carolina Court of 
Appeals denied 15 August 2002. Motion by defendant to dismiss pur- 
suant to Rule 21(c) dismissed as moot 15 August 2002. 


ZABEN v. GARDINER 
No. 289P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 979 


Motion by defendant to withdraw petition for discretionary 
review allowed 15 August 2002. 
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PETITION TO REHEAR 


STATE v. PEARSON 
No. 541A01 
Case below: 356 N.C. 22 


Petition by defendant pro se for rehearing en banc of the decision 
of this Court pursuant to Rule 31 denied 15 August 2002. Motion by 
defendant pro se to suspend Rul 31(g) denied 15 August 2002. Motion 
by defendant pro se to stay mandate denied 15 August 2002. Motion 
by defendant pro se to discharge counsel denied 15 August 2002. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. TED ANTHONY PREVATTE 


No. 492A99 
(Filed 4 October 2002) 


Venue— change—vicinage rights—no right to county of 
choice 


The trial court did not violate defendant’s vicinage rights in a 
first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by 
changing venue from Anson County to Stanly County, because: 
(1) although defendant failed to present a sufficient showing of 
prejudice to change venue, the trial court had inherent authority 
in its discretion to change venue; (2) the trial court was making 
a decision at defendant’s request to benefit defendant in his 
upcoming trial; (8) the trial court took into consideration 
whether there were adequate facilities and manageable dockets 
in the other counties; and (4) defendant does not have the right 
to change venue to the county of his choice, and a defendant may 
not condition a motion for a change of venue upon the trial 
court’s agreeing to transfer the case to a particular county speci- 
fied by defendant. 


. Criminal Law— request for ex parte hearing—pro se mo- 


tion to dismiss attorneys 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by failing to allow defendant’s 
personal request to speak to the court outside the presence of 
the prosecution regarding his pro se motion to dismiss his attor- 
neys, because: (1) the primary matter about which defendant 
desired to speak with the trial court in private was resolved; (2) 
the trial court properly granted defendant a hearing so defendant 
could explain his desire to change attorneys, but defendant failed 
to provide the trial court with sufficient information to support 
his motion for new counsel; (3) it does not appear that defendant 
and his attorneys ever reached an impasse such that the attor- 
neys could not competently function when defendant’s attorneys 
eventually agreed to obtain money for a private investigator as 
defendant requested, and it appears that defendant wished only 
that his attorneys would seek funds to obtain physical evidence; 
(4) it was within the attorneys’ discretion to use their time and 
energy as they saw best to prepare for trial; and (5) defendant 
failed to present any evidence that an issue of a personal nature 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 179 


STATE v. PREVATTE 
[356 N.C. 178 (2002)] 


was at stake, and defendant merely indicated that additional evi- 
dence might exist. 


. Constitutional Law— right to counsel—duty of loyalty— 
work product 


A defendant in a first-degree murder and second-degree kid- 
napping case was not denied his Sixth Amendment right to coun- 
sel even though defendant alleges his attorneys violated their 
duty of loyalty and revealed their work product in front of the 
prosecution, because there is no evidence that defendant’s attor- 
neys revealed any information that constituted work product 
when the attorneys simply responded to the trial court’s ques- 
tions concerning what they had done to investigate and prepare 
the case without disclosing any of their mental processes. 


. Criminal Law— motion to dismiss attorneys—State’s 
participation 

The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by allegedly allowing the State to 
participate in the decision on defendant’s motion to dismiss his 
attorneys, because: (1) the State’s comments merely reflect its 
interpretation of the law governing defendant’s motion as well as 
its belief that defendant was attempting to stall his trial; and (2) 
it was proper to ascertain the State’s stance on defendant’s 
motion since the timing of the trial could have affected the 
State. 


. Discovery— medical and psychological records—failure to 
object 

The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by granting the State’s request for 
discovery of defendant’s medical and psychological records and 
by requiring the defense’s psychology experts to issue written 
reports allegedly in violation of N.C.G.S. § 154-905, because: (1) 
defendant never objected to the trial court’s grant of the relevant 
discovery to the State; and (2) defendant agreed that the law gave 
the State the right to obtain the materials requested. 


. dJury— capital selection—motion to strike panel—juror 
recognized mug shot of defendant in newspaper 
The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 


second-degree kidnapping case by denying defendant’s motion to 
strike the panel of jurors that heard a prospective juror’s com- 


180 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 


STATE v. PREVATTE 
[356 N.C. 178 (2002)] 


ment that she recognized a mug shot of defendant in the newspa- 
per even though defendant contends the information allowed the 
other jurors to speculate about prior crimes defendant may have 
committed, because: (1) defendant provides no evidence that the 
mug shot the prospective juror saw was connected to another 
crime; and (2) there is no reason to believe the other jurors 
formed any improper opinions based on the prospective juror’s 
comment about the mug shot. 


. Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—jury voir dire— 


jurors did not have to believe expert 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by permitting the State’s com- 
ments during jury voir dire that the jurors did not have to believe 
any part of what an expert said simply based on the fact that the 
person is an expert witness, because: (1) the prosecutor did not 
express an opinion as to the credibility of specific witnesses; (2) 
the State’s questions were simply intended to determine if jurors 
would equally consider testimony of lay witnesses concerning 
defendant’s mental capacity; and (3) the State’s questions regard- 
ing expert witnesses were in concert with the trial court’s jury 
instruction regarding expert witnesses. 


. Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—vouching—argu- 


ing just and true case 


The State did not improperly vouch to the jury in a capital 
trial that it was arguing the just and true case by comments to 
prospective jurors about reaching the sentencing phase because: 
(1) the State never said the sentencing phase definitely would be 
reached, but only insinuated such a possibility; and (2) the trial 
court’s clarifications and the prospective jurors’ responses to the 
trial court and the State made it clear that the prospective jurors 
were not under the impression the sentencing phase was a 
certainty. . 


. Jury— capital—duty to stand up alone and announce death 


verdict—excusal for cause 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by allowing the State to inform 
prospective jurors that as a part of their duty they might have 
to stand up alone and announce a death verdict and by ex- 
cusing for cause a prospective juror based on the fact that she 
could not fulfill this duty, because: (1) the State and the trial 
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court were merely describing the polling process to the jur- 
ors; and (2) the trial court perceived an inability on the prospec- 
tive juror’s part to follow the law with regard to imposition of 
capital punishment. 


Evidence— testimony—bases of opinions—state of mind— 
failure to make offer of proof 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by allegedly violating defendant’s 
right to present evidence in his defense by failing to allow two 
expert witnesses to state the bases of their opinions and by lim- 
iting the testimony of some lay witnesses about defendant's state 
of mind, because: (1) one of the witnesses was allowed to testify 
about the general basis of her opinion; (2) defendant failed to 
make an offer of proof regarding the expert witnesses’ testimony; 
and (3) defendant failed to make an offer of proof regarding the 
testimony of the lay witnesses and it appears unlikely the obser- 
vations of these lay witnesses would have substantially impacted 
the jury’s consideration of defendant’s sanity. 


Constitutional Law— effective assistance of counsel—psy- 
chological defenses—diminished capacity 


A defendant in a first-degree murder and second-degree kid- 
napping case did not receive ineffective assistance of counsel 
even though defendant contends his attorneys’ failed to ade- 
quately present psychological defenses including diminished 
capacity, because: (1) it can only be speculated whether the ques- 
tions defendant contends should have been asked to support a 
diminished capacity defense would have been answered favor- 
ably to defendant; and (2) it was a matter of trial strategy to 
determine whether to offer eviclence of both diminished capacity 
and insanity or to focus all efforts on insanity. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—validity of expert 
testimony 

The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and sec- 
ond-degree kidnapping case by allowing the State’s closing argu- 
ments regarding the validity of defendant’s expert testimony and 
alleged attacks on the expert, because defendant failed to show 
the trial court abused its discretion in handling the State’s actions 
at trial. 
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Evidence— hearsay—purpose other than truth of matter 
asserted 


The trial court did not allow impermissible hearsay evidence 
in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by 
allowing evidence from a witness stating that the victim’s hus- 
band visited the victim on the day of the murder and told her he 
loved her because: (1) the statement was admitted for a purpose 
other than to prove its truth; (2) the statement is evidence that 
the victim believed a reconciliation was forthcoming and sup- 
ported the victim’s fear that defendant boyfriend might try to 
harm her or her family; and (3) the statement supports a con- 
clusion that defendant was motivated to kill by the victim’s desire 
to end her relationship with defendant and reconcile with her 
husband. 


Evidence— rocky relationship—personal knowledge 


The trial court did not commit prejudicial error in a first- 
degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by allowing 
testimony from a witness stating that the relationship between 
the victim and her husband was rocky but that they always 
seemed to get back together even though defendant contends the 
testimony was given without personal knowledge, because as 
defendant concedes, this testimony was tested on cross- 
examination when the witness admitted that she did not live with 
the victim and her husband and thus did not know what she 
meant by “rocky.” 


Evidence— hearsay—state of mind exception 


The trial court did not allow imperissible hearsay evidence in 
a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by 
allowing a witness to testify that the victim told her that the vic- 
tim was attempting to reconcile with her husband, because: (1) 
the testimony was admissible under the N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 
803(3) state of mind exception to show the victim’s mental state 
and provided insight into her confrontation with defendant; and 
(2) the statement was an expansion on the origin of the victim’s 
fear of defendant boyfriend. 


Evidence— hearsay—objection sustained 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by sustaining an objection when 
defendant asked a witness whether the victim’s husband asked 
the witness to keep an eye on his wife and defendant boyfriend 
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so that the husband could use the information in court over 
custody of the kids, because the question solicited hearsay and 
was improper. 


Jury— capital selection—voir dire—insanity defense 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by overruling objections to the 
State’s argument that allegedly distorted the legal standard appli- 
cable to the insanity defense during jury voir dire, because: (1) 
defendant waived this issue by failing to provide a transcript ref- 
erence in his brief to the alleged statement and by failing to make 
an assignment of error on this issue as required by N.C. R. App. P. 
10(a); and (2) even if defendant did not waive this issue, the state- 
ment was a proper attempt by the State to ascertain if jurors 
could follow the law concerning defendant’s guilt as well as 
whether defendant was not guilty by reason of insanity. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—insanity defense 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by overruling objections to the 
State’s argument that allegedly distorted the legal standard appli- 
cable to the insanity defense during closing arguments, because: 
(1) the State properly argued that defendant’s mental illness did 
not alone meet the requirements for legal insanity; and (2) any 
alleged error by the State, stating that if the jurors found defend- 
ant insane that they should let him go, was properly handled by 
the trial court’s instruction. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—jury’s duty to 
enforce law 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by allowing the State to argue 
during closing arguments that the jury’s duty is to enforce the 
law, because: (1) the State used its argument to clear up any jury 
confusion about the responsibilities of the police, the prosecu- 
tors, the judge, and the jury; and (2) the State sought to ensure 
the jury understood that its proper role included holding defend- 
ant accountable. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—additional evi- 
dence during sentencing 

The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by allowing the State to argue 
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during opening and closing arguments that if the jury found 
defendant guilty it would learn more during sentencing, because: 
(1) the State’s argument merely reemphasized what the jury 
already knew, including that additional evidence would be sub- 
mitted on the question of defendant’s sentence if defendant was 
found guilty; and (2) this procedural issue was fully explained to 
the jury during jury selection. 


. Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—consider in vic- 


tim’s shoes 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by allegedly allowing the State to 
request during opening arguments that the jurors consider the 
victim as a relative and put themselves in the victim’s shoes, 
because: (1) the State was simply providing some background on 
the victim; (2) the State’s comment that the victim could be 
related to a member of the jury was an effort to show the victim 
was a typical community member; and (3) there is no indication 
the State was urging the jurors to put themselves in the victim’s 
shoes. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—lack of consequences 


The prosecutor in a first-degree murder and second-degree 
kidnapping case did not improperly refer during opening and 
closing arguments to the lack of consequences defendant had 
suffered in the six years since the crimes were committed, 
because: (1) a reading of the arguments in their totality reveals 
that the prosecutor was suggesting defendant acted in a planned 
way and made numerous decisions in the process of the killing; 
(2) the trial court immediately admonished the prosecutor to 
stick to the evidence when he briefly remarked about the six-year 
time period; and (3) there was no instance where the prosecutor 
referred to the consequences to defendant as being relevant to 
the jury’s determination of guilt. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—no witness of a 
psychotic episode 

The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by allowing the State to argue 
that there was not one witness for the defendant that could say 
the person committing the murder was having a psychotic 
episode or having some type of out-of-body experience because, 
despite the existence of conflicting expert opinion on the issue, 
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the State was properly pointing out that there was no definitive 
evidence to prove an episode took place. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor's argument—manipulation of 
mental tests 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by allowing the State to attempt 
to impeach the insanity defense with the idea that defendant had 
taken mental tests several times and knew how to manipulate 
them, because: (1) it was proper for the State to argue that 
defendant had some expertise portraying his psychological 
makeup in a favorable manner considering the broad evidence of 
defendant’s mental problems and the evaluations and treatments 
he received for these problems; and (2) the trial court instructed 
the jurors that if their recollection of the evidence differed from 
that presented by the attorneys in argument, the jurors should 
disregard what the attorneys said and rely solely on their own 
independent recollection. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—expert gathered 
information from others 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by allowing the State to argue 
that its own expert had gathered information from other people 
in forming his opinion, because: (1) the State did not proceed 
with this line of argument after defendant's objection, and the 
State asked the jury to consider this issue based on its own rec- 
ollection of testimony from the trial; and (2) the State’s argument 
was in line with the trial court's instruction for the jurors to base 
their deliberations on their own memory of testimony. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—fairness defend- 
ant showed victim—putting words in mouth of witnesses 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by allowing the State to urge the 
jury to contrast the court’s fair treatment of defendant to defend- 
ant’s treatment of the victim and to state that defense counsel 
was putting words in the mouths of the witnesses, because: (1) 
the State’s remarks concerning the fairness defendant showed 
the victim were well within the parameters created by our 
Supreme Court; and (2) the State’s comment concerning defense 
counsel putting words in the mouths of witnesses was a response 
to defendant’s attacking closing argument, was not abusive or 
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ongoing, and was isolated and did not deprive defendant of a 
fair trial. 


Criminal Law— insanity—burden of proof—instructions 


The trial court’s instruction in a first-degree murder and kid- 
napping case that defendant had the burden to “prove insanity to 
your Satisfaction” sufficiently charged the jury on the standard of 
proof needed by defendant to prove his insanity without an 
instruction that defendant had the burden of proving insanity by 
a preponderance of the evidence. Furthermore, the jury could not 
have been confused by the court’s use of the terms “satisfied,” 
“convinced,” and “proof beyond a reasonable doubt” where the 
court fully instructed the jury on which standard to use and told 
the jury not to use the “beyond a reasonable doubt” standard in 
considering whether defendant was insane. 


Constitutional Law— comment on right to remain silent— 
no direct reference—courtroom demeanor 


The trial court did not commit plain error in a first-degree 
murder and second-degree kidnapping case by failing to inter- 
vene ex mero motu to prevent the State from allegedly com- 
menting on defendant’s exercise of his right to remain silent, 
because: (1) the State’s argument that no witness could testify 
that defendant was having a psychotic episode at the time of the 
crimes was merely a comment on the witnesses who had testified 
and was not a direct reference to defendant’s silence; and (2) the 
State’s comment on defendant’s failure to look into the jurors’ 
eyes was merely a brief reference to defendant’s courtroom 
demeanor. 


Evidence— defendant would kill victim but mother 
paid too much to get him out of prison—motivation— 
deliberation 


The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a first-degree 
murder and second-degree kidnapping case by overruling defend- 
ant’s objections and denying defendant’s motion to strike testi- 
mony by a State’s witness informing the jurors about a statement 
defendant made that he would kill the victim but his mother paid 
too much money to get him out of prison, because: (1) the part of 
the statement in which defendant said he would kill the victim 
showed that defendant had the motivation to kill the victim and 
that defendant had thought about killing the victim for some time 
before the murder occurred; (2) the part of the statement where 
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defendant said his mother paid to get him out of prison allowed 
the jury valuable insight concerning defendant’s thinking and 
evaluation prior to the murder; (3) hearing both parts of the state- 
ment gave the jury the opportunity to see how defendant was 
deliberating over whether to kill the victim since defendant’s 
mental state was an issue at trial; (4) the testimony did not reveal 
why defendant had been in prison or why his mother paid for his 
release; and (5) any prejudice from the admission of the testi- 
mony was not significant since defendant, in questioning his own 
witnesses as well as in closing arguments, disclosed that he had 
spent time in prison. 


Kidnapping— instructions-—purpose of confinement or 
restraint 


The trial court’s instructions in a prosecution for two kid- 
nappings did not unconstitutionally relieve the State of its burden 
of proving all elements of kidnapping because the court 
instructed the jury that it must find the confinement, restraint 
or removal was for the purpose of “murder” rather than “first 
degree murder,” as specified in both indictments, or because the 
court failed to instruct the jury that it must also find defendant 
was “terrorizing” the second victim when the indictment in that 
case alleged terrorizing the victim as an additional purpose, 
where (1) both indictments alleged that the kidnapping was “for 
the purpose of facilitating the commission of a felony, First 
Degree Murder,” and language in the indictments following “the 
commission of a felony” is mere surplusage and may properly be 
disregarded; and (2) although the indictment may allege more 
than one purpose, the State has to prove only one of the alleged 
purposes in order to sustain a conviction of kidnapping, and it 
was not necessary for the court to include terrorizing in its 
instructions. 


Kidnapping— second-degree—additional restraint—suffi- 
ciency of evidence 

The trial court did not err by upholding defendant’s second- 
degree kidnapping convictions even though defendant contends 
they were an inherent and integral part of the female victim’s 
murder, because the binding and the beating of the female victim 
and the restraint on the male victim were not essential actions 
necessary to restrain the female victim in order to murder her, 
but were additional actions that increased her helplessness and 
vulnerability. 
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Criminal Law— motion for mistrial—previous escape from 
prison—prior murder 


The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a first-degree 
murder and second-degree kidnapping case by failing to declare 
a mistrial when the State introduced evidence that defendant 
escaped from prison while serving time for a prior murder in 
Georgia, because: (1) the trial court sustained defendant’s objec- 
tion and instructed the jury to disregard the reference to the 
escape; and (2) it is presumed that the jury followed the trial 
court’s instructions. 


Criminal Law— legal insanity—consideration after defend- 
ant found not guilty 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and 
second-degree kidnapping case by instructing the jury not to con- 
sider defendant's special issue of legal insanity unless the jury 
first found defendant was not guilty, because: (1) the trial court 
fully instructed the jury that it was to consider the insanity 
defense only if it found the State had proved its case beyond a 
reasonable doubt; and (2) taken in context with the trial court’s 
instructions on the insanity defense consistent with the pattern 
jury instructions, there was no error. 


Sentencing— capital—aggravating circumstance—defend- 
ant previously convicted of another capital offense—fail- 
ure to submit 


The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding 
by allowing the State to decline to present evidence of the aggra- 
vating circumstance under N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(2) that defend- 
ant had previously been convicted of another capital offense 
even though defendant had been found guilty of murder in 1974 
in Georgia, because the State chose to proceed under the 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3) aggravating circumstance that the 
offense was a prior violent felony, and the fact that defendant had 
been convicted previously of murder was thus submitted to the 
jury for its consideration. 


Sentencing— capital—jury instruction on life imprison- 
ment—invited error 
The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding 


by instructing the jury that it would have to choose between life 
imprisonment without parole and the death penalty even though 
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the maximum sentence at the time defendant committed the mur- 
der was the death penalty or life imprisonment with the possibil- 
ity for parole, because: (1) defendant did not object to and in fact 
invited the trial court’s error by requesting the instruction on life 
imprisonment without parole; (2) defendant repeatedly urged the 
jury to recommend a sentence of life imprisonment without 
parole; (3) a defendant cannot complain about a jury instruction 
that he specifically requests; and (4) defendant has no ex post 
facto claim since he was sentenced to the maximum punishment 
of death. 


Sentencing— capital—aggravating circumstance—murder 
part of course of conduct—no plain error 


The trial court did not commit plain error in a capital sen- 
tencing proceeding by failing to specify and define the alleged 
crime of violence in the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11) aggravating 
circumstance that the murder was part of a course of conduct, 
because: (1) the trial court never promised to specify a crime to 
constitute the course of conduct, and there is no requirement that 
the trial court specify the crime or crimes to support this cir- 
cumstance; and (2) there was no possibility of double-counting 
even though the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(5) aggravating circum- 
stance was submitted since the (e)(5) circumstance was limited 
to the kidnapping of the female victim while the (e)(11) cir 
cumstance was limited to the kidnapping and assault of the 
victim’s son. 


Sentencing— capital—aggravating circumstance—murder 
part of course of conduct—single crime sufficient 


The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding 
by instructing the jury that a single crime of violence could sup- 
port the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11) aggravating circumstance 
that the murder was part of a course of conduct, because: (1) the 
trial] court instructed in a manner virtually identical to the pattern 
jury instructions; (2) a trial court may instruct the jury on (e)(11) 
by limiting the jury’s consideration to the conduct involved in one 
other crime, and evidence of one other crime is sufficient to sub- 
mit this circumstance; and (3) there was substantial evidence 
that defendant committed two violent crimes against the murder 
victim’s son. 
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Sentencing— capital—aggravating circumstance—murder 
especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel 


The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding 
by submitting the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(9) aggravating circum- 
stance that the murder was especially heinous, atrocious, or 
cruel, because evidence showed the murder was pitiless, unnec- 
essarily tortuous, and that it dehumanized the victim when: (1) 
defendant attacked the victim in the presence of her ten-year-old 
son; (2) defendant psychologically tortured the victim by threat- 
ening her son and locking him in a bathroom; (8) the victim did 
not know if defendant would kill her son as well; and (4) defend- 
ant struck the victim multiple times and shot her as she was 
trying to run away. 


Sentencing— capital—motion to strike death penalty—dis- 
cretion—constitutionality 


The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing pro- 
ceeding by failing to grant defendant’s motion to strike the death 
penalty based on the fact that North Carolina’s capital punish- 
ment scheme does not allow for discretion to choose not to 
seek the death penalty, because: (1) the required discretion is 
satisfied by the guided discretion given to juries who sentence 
defendants in capital cases in North Carolina; and (2) our 
Supreme Court has repeatedly held that our capital punishment 
system is constitutional despite the prosecutor’s possession of 
broad discretion. 


Sentencing— capital—prosecutor’s arguments—defendant 
previously convicted of murder 


The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding 
by overruling defendant’s objections to the State’s sentencing 
argument emphasizing that defendant had been previously con- 
victed for a Georgia murder and that the only way to ensure 
defendant would not murder again was to return a death verdict, 
because defendant was convicted of the Georgia murder and the 
State had every right to refer to it during closing argument. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—jury as law and 
justice—no impropriety 

The prosecutor’s argument in a capital sentencing proceeding 
telling the jury that “Today, you are the law. You are justice” and 
that “you 13 people are the law of this county” was a proper argu- 
ment that the jury was the conscience of the community for the 
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purposes of defendant’s trial and was not an improper argument 
that the jurors are a prosecutorial arm of the government. 


Sentencing— capital—prosecutor’s arguments—defendant 
wrote his own judgment 


The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding 
by overruling defendant's objections to the State’s sentencing 
argument that defendant wrote his own judgment, because: (1) 
the State’s argument simply emphasized that defendant chose to 
take another’s life; and (2) nothing in the argument relieves the 
jury of its responsibility of fairress and impartiality. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—find defendant 
guilty for justice of victims’ families 

The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder case by 
overruling defendant’s objections to the State’s argument during 
the guilt-innocence phase that the jury should find defendant 
guilty in order to do justice for the victim and her family, be- 
cause: (1) a prosecutor may properly argue that the victim’s death 
represents a unique loss to the victim’s family; (2) a prosecutor 
may argue the jury should do justice for the victim and the vic- 
tim’s family if the argument does not specifically relate to the 
family’s opinion about the defendant or the crime; and (3) the 
reference to the victim’s spirit being at the trial was nothing 
more than a reference to remaining family members and their 
need for justice. 


Sentencing— capital—prosecutor’s argument—belittling 
defendant’s mitigating circumstances 


The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding 
by allowing the State to belittle the mitigating circumstances sub- 
mitted by defendant, because: (1) prosecutors may legitimately 
attempt to belittle or deprecate the significance of a mitigating 
circumstance; and (2) the State properly argued that the circum- 
stances should not be an excuse for defendant to avoid the con- 
sequences of his actions. | 


Sentencing— capital—reinstruction on mitigating 
circumstance 


The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding 
by reinstructing the jury on the definition of mitigating circum- 
stance, because: (1) the trial court followed the pattern Jury 
instructions and instructed the jury about each statutory and 
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nonstatutory mitigating circumstance, making it clear that statu- 
tory and nonstatutory mitigating circumstances were different; 
(2) the punishment recommendation form differentiated between 
findings necessary for the jury to find statutory and nonstatutory 
mitigating circumstances; (8) the trial court never indicated to 
the jurors that they could give no weight to statutory mitigating 
circumstances they found to exist; and (4) defendant failed to 
object to the reinstruction after it was given, and the jury was 
able to reach a verdict without further inquiry. 


Sentencing— capital—peremptory instructions on mitigat- 
ing circumstances—no factual inferences from trial court’s 
rulings 


The trial court did not commit plain error in a capital sen- 
tencing proceeding by instructing the jury that it was not to make 
any factual inferences from his rulings after giving peremptory 
instructions on mitigating circumstances, because: (1) even when 
a peremptory instruction is given, jurors can reject the evidence 
if they lack faith in its credibility; and (2) the instruction per- 
mitted the jury to determine whether it believed the evidence 
presented even when contradictory evidence was presented, and 
the trial court’s later instruction was consistent with the peremp- 
tory instructions. 


Sentencing— death penalty—proportionate 


A sentence of death imposed upon defendant for first-degree 
murder was not disproportionate because: (1) defendant was 
convicted on the basis of malice, premeditation, and deliberation, | 
and under the felony murder rule; (2) defendant kidnapped the 
victim and her ten-year-old son at gunpoint in their own home, 
and defendant viciously killed the victim while she was running 
away; (3) and the jury found the prior violent felony, commission 
during kidnapping, heinous, atrocious and cruel, and course of 
conduct aggravating circumstances. 


Appeal as of right pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-27(a) from a judg- 


ment imposing a sentence of death entered by Helms, J., on 22 
February 1999 in Superior Court, Stanly County, upon a jury verdict 
finding defendant guilty of first-degree murder. On 19 July 2001, the 
Supreme Court allowed defendant’s motion to bypass the Court of 
Appeals as to his appeal of additional judgments. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 11 March 2002. 
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Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by William B. Crumpler and 
Robert C. Montgomery, Assistant Attorneys General, for the 
State. 


Center for Death Penalty Litigation, by Kenneth Rose, for 
defendant-appellant. 


WAINWRIGHT, Justice. 


In 1995, Ted Anthony Prevatte (defendant) was sentenced to 
death after being found guilty of first-degree murder and two counts 
of second-degree kidnapping. State v. Prevatte, 346 N.C. 162, 484 
S.E.2d 377 (1997). Following defendant’s appeal from these convic- 
tions, this Court granted defendant a new trial. Jd. 


On 17 February 1999, at his second trial, the jury found defendant 
guilty of first-degree murder and two counts of kidnapping. The first- 
degree murder conviction was based on the theories of malice, pre- 
meditation and deliberation, and the felony murder rule. The jury 
recommended and the trial judge imposed a sentence of death for the 
murder conviction and consecutive terms of imprisonment of thirty 
years each for the kidnapping convictions. 


The record reveals the following pertinent facts. The thirty- 
two-year-old victim (Cindy McIntyre) was married with two children 
(Michael and Matthew). She and her husband, Mike, were estranged 
but trying to reconcile. The victim and defendant attended the 
same church, sang together in the choir, and had been dating for 
about a year. Defendant lived with his mother across the street from 
the victim. 


On 1 June 1993, when the victim and her husband saw each 
other, the victim’s husband gave her a rose, kissed her, and told 
her he loved her. Later that same day, the victim and her son 
Matthew were at home when defendant came in with a present for 
Matthew. As Matthew was opening the present, his mother said, “Oh 
my God.” Matthew turned around and saw defendant pointing a 
gun at his mother. Defendant had borrowed a gun from his cousin 
that afternoon. 


When Matthew saw defendant with the gun, Matthew jumped up, 
and defendant pointed the gun at him. Defendant took the victim and 
Matthew to the bedroom and made them get down on their knees. 
Defendant then hit and kicked the victim. Defendant pointed the gun 
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at Matthew’s head and said if the victim did not shut up, defendant 
would shoot Matthew. 


Defendant grabbed Matthew and locked him in a bathroom down 
the hall from the bedroom. Defendant briefly left the house but 
shortly returned and brought the victim out of the house, with her 
hands bound behind her back. Defendant had his hands on the vic- 
tim’s neck and shoulder area. Defendant forced the victim into a car, 
pulled the victim back out of the car, and then struck the victim three 
to four times and slammed the victim’s head into the car. The victim’s 
hands remained bound behind her back. Defendant next reached into’ 
the car and pulled out a handgun. When the victim tried to run away, 
defendant held the gun with both hands, aimed, and fired more than 
once. Defendant left immediately after the last shot. 


An autopsy of the victim’s body revealed she suffered three gun- 
shot wounds. Each bullet passed through the victim’s body. One bul- 
let went through the middle of the victim’s back and completely 
destroyed her aorta and heart. Massive bleeding occurred in the chest 
cavity. These wounds caused the victim’s death. 


Inside the master bedroom of the victim’s house, investigators 
found a nylon rope tied to a bed frame and a roll of duct tape on the 
floor. The roll of duct tape was consistent with the duct tape used to 
bind the victim’s hands. 


Prior to the murder, the victim told a witness she was afraid of 
defendant because he knew she was reuniting with her husband. The 
victim said she was afraid defendant would hurt her, her children, or 
her husband. Witnesses also heard defendant say he would kill the 
victim if he could get away with it and he “[felt] like killing her.” 


Before analyzing defendant’s arguments, we first note that 
defendant’s two trial attorneys in this case are the same at- 
torneys who represented defendant in his 1995 capital trial for this 
murder. 


We also note defendant presented an insanity defense at trial. 
Two defense experts expressed opinions that defendant had a para- 
noid personality disorder and was insane at the time of the shooting. 
The State offered rebuttal evidence that on the day of the murders, 
defendant was observed acting in a calm, friendly manner. The State’s 
expert testified that on the day of the murders, defendant was able to 
understand the nature and quality of his actions as well as the differ- 
ence between right and wrong. 
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PRE-TRIAL ISSUES 


[1] We first address defendant’s assignment of error that his vicinage 
rights were violated in that venue should not have been changed from 
Anson County to Stanly County because the court lacked statutory 
authority to change venue, the court lacked inherent authority to 
change venue without giving an adequate reason, and defendant did 
not waive his right to venue. Defendant’s argument is misplaced. 


“The vicinage concept requires that the jurors be selected from a 
geographical district that includes the locality of the commission of | 
the crime.” 4 Wayne R. LaFave and Jerold H. Israel, Criminal 
Procedure § 16.1(b), at 462 (2d ed. 1999). “Technically, ‘vicinage’ 
means neighborhood, and ‘vicinage of the jury’ meant jury of the 
neighborhood or, in medieval England, jury of the county.” Williams 
v. Florida, 399 U.S. 78, 93 n.35, 26 L. Ed. 2d 446, 456, n.385 (1970). 


First, defendant contends he has a right to be tried in the county 
in which he was charged, namely, Anson County. The general rule in 
regard to venue is the prosecution must be in the county where the 
offense is committed. N.C.G.S. § 15.4-131(c) (2001). However, defend- 
ant’s contention ignores the facts of this case. 


On 13 July 1998, defendant filed his motion for change of venue 
alleging that “there exists in the County of Anson... so great a prej- 
udice against the defendant that he cannot obtain a fair and impartial 
trial.” In support of his motion, defendant further alleged: 


1. At the time of the incident alleged and continuing regu- 
larly thereafter, there was substantial pretrial publicity that 
created so great a prejudice against the defendant that he cannot 
obtain a fair and impartial trial in Anson County. 


2. There is a reasonable likelihood that a fair re-trial will be 
prevented. 


3. The transcript of the prior trial showing over 1800 pages of 
jury voir dire purports that the defendant cannot receive a fair 
and impartial re-trial in Anson County. 


As a result of the foregoing, defendant “respectfully move[d] the 
Court to grant his motion for change of venue.” 


On that same date, the trial court was hearing other motions in 
this case while defendant and both of his attorneys were present in 
court. The trial court gave defendant the opportunity to hear his 
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motion for change of venue that day. Defendant was informed that his 
case was coming up for trial on 27 July 1998, which was two weeks 
away. Defendant, through his attorneys, asked that the motion for 
change of venue not be heard at that time. 


On 25 July 1998, defendant filed a handwritten, notarized motion 
to dismiss counsel which provided: 


[O]n Monday, July 13, 1998 defendant was caused to appear in 
Superior Court in Anson County for pretrial motions on the part 
of the defense which defendant had not been given any prior 
knowledge of said pretrial motions hearing, of which one 
motion—motion for change of venue—was favored by the prose- 
cution in regard to the change of location—Standly [sic] 
County—which defense counsel told defendant was in his favor 
(in 1994 before defendant’s first trial at a special session of 
Superior Court, defense counsel, McSheehan and Painter dis- 
agreed with defendant on a change of venue saying that if a 
change of venue was granted by the court, that the D.A. would get 
to pick the county for the trial to be held in and that the D.A. 
Honeycutt would pick [Stanly County] and Stanly County was 
“more bloodthirsty than Anson County.” And also at the July 13, 
1998, pretrial hearing defense counsel Mr. McSheehan and Mr. 
Painter both lied to defendant in trying to have defendant believe 
that he was going to trial in two weeks on July 27, 1998, to try and 
trick defendant into agreeing to their pretrial motion for a change 
of venue while well knowing, from having talk[ed] to the D.A., 
that the July 27, 1998, trial date had already been scheduled for 
another murder case of State of North Carolina v. Chris Holden. 


It should be noted that defendant had a history of writing letters 
to dismiss his counsel. On 13 October 1997, the trial court had held a 
hearing on defendant’s motion to reconsider appointment of one of 
his attorneys. At that hearing, defendant asked the court to allow him 
to withdraw his motion requesting that Mr. Painter be removed as one 
of his appointed attorneys. The trial court allowed defendant's 
motion to withdraw. 


On 24 August 1998, the trial court held a hearing on defendant’s 
motion to dismiss counsel. The following lengthy colloquy took 
place: 


THE CourT: This is your motion, Mr. Prevatte; is that correct? 


MR. PREVATTE: Yes, sir. 
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THE Court: All right. Do you want to offer any evidence, Mr. 
Prevatte? 


Mr. PREVATTE: ...I just don’t feel comfortable with these two 
gentlemen anymore. They tell me one thing, and then on down 
the road, they tell me something totally contradicts what they 
told me the first time. There’s evidence out there to prove that 
State’s main witness Jeffrey Burr lied. And they won’t get it. 


They won't petition the court for the things I need, like a 
private investigator to check it out, and go get it. And they just 
keep me confused. They—they-—they said they were ready to go 
to court in July when I went down to Anson County. And they 
tried to trick me into taking a change of venue in Stanly County, 
which is even bad or even worse than having it tried in Union 
County. 


Mr. PREVATTE: .. . And then the prosecution was in agree- 
ment with it. Anything the prosecution is in agreement with in my 
case, isn’t in my best interest. They just don’t do what I tell them. 
I needed court—to petition the court to get a private investigator 
to check out the evidence that’s out there. 


THE CourT: They don’t do what you tell them to do? 

Mr. PREVATTE: Sir? 

THE Court: They don’t do what you tell them to do? 

MR. PREVATTE: No, sir. That’s not it. 

THE Court: What is it? 

Mr. PREVATTE: They are my attorneys. But it’s also my case. 
THE Court: I understand that. 


Mr. PREVATTE: And I know what’s—some of the things that 
need to be done. I’ve told them, and they won't do it. And it all— 
the law—the law states that when a defendant and his counsel 
come[] to an impasse, that the defendant’s desires override 
those of his counsel. I’ve read that in the North Carolina laws and 
procedures. 


THE Court: Anything you want to tell me about it? 
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Mr. PAINTER [defense counsel]: Not unless he waives 
attorney/client privilege. 


Mr. McSHEEHAN [defense counsel]: Not unless he waives 
attorney/client privilege, Judge. I’m not allowed to say anything. 


THE CourT: Well, what’s your position as to whether or not 
these attorneys ought to remain in the case, whether or not some 
other attorney ought to be in it? 


Mr. Gwyn [prosecutor]: Well, Your Honor, the defendant 
doesn’t have the right to pick and choose whatever counsel he 
prefers to have or is more comfortable to have. We really feel, 
quite frankly, Your Honor, that the purpose of him filing this 
motion is simply for the purpose of delay. One alternative that 
occurs to the State is for the appointment of standby counsel in 
the form of Mr. Painter and Mr. McSheehan. Other than that, we 
take no position. We just want the court to be aware of our belief 
that Mr. Prevatte’s motion in front of you is simply for the pur- 
pose of delaying and putting off the inevitable trial. 


Mr. PREVATTE: That’s not so, Your Honor, with ail due respect 
to the court. My attorneys, they—like I said, I just can’t trust them 
no more. I know what’s good for me and what’s not good for me. 
And they—they half listen to me. They half—it’s not to put it off. 
But how can you be ready to go to trial, when you haven’t done 
some of the things that I specifically asked them to do? And then 
they try to trick me into agreeing to motions in Stanly County say- 
ing I was going to go to court in July, knowing full well that 
another inmate had been scheduled to go to court in July ahead 
of me. 


When I first—first time we tried to get a change of venue out 
of Anson County, they said it will most likely be in Stanly County. 
And you don’t want it there because the people in Stanly County 
is more blood thirsty than the people in Anson County. And now 
this time, they come back and say great, we got a change of 
venue, we're going to Stanly County. And the D.A. has agreed to 
it. I said, hold it. | 


THE COURT: Have you agreed to that? 


Mer. HONEYCUTT [prosecutor]: No, sir. The only thing—discus- 
sion that ve had about the change of venue, is I asked if they 
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were seriously going to contest it, that our position was going to 
be that the only court facility with a docket light enough to move 
the case was Stanly County. I also pointed out that the—that the 
defendant can get a quicker trial in Anson County. But I told them 
I didn’t object on the State, they can be tried in any county they 
wanted to. 


Mr. PREVATTE: Your Honor, I asked my counsel to do things 
for back-up the change of veriue outside the twentieth jurisdic- 
tion. Because I can’t get a fair trial in Anson County, Richmond 
County, Stanly County or Monroe, due to the publicity. Not only 
in those counties, but out of Charlotte and the television news. 
And they won't do it. Then they come to me and Say, we got you 
a change to Stanly County. There’s going to be a good Judge 
there. 


I told them, you said it was more thirsty—more blood thirsty 
in Stanly County than Anson County. Yeah, but they got a good 
Judge there. Like I told them, they could have the best Judge in 
the world. If that county had been prejudiced against me through 
news and other things, word of mouth and all, it would be just 
like Wadesboro, Anson County. 


They—I’ve tried about getting witnesses to testify for me, 
expert witnesses. They keep telling me that the one said he don’t 
remember me, and he don’t want to come up here. I don’t believe 
that. He—he’s a psychiatrist. And he treated me for eleven 
months in Central State Hospital in Milledgeville, Georgia on a 
24-hour basis. He, more than anybody, knows my mind. 


And it’s—you know, they--they try to say we was going to 
court in July. And they hadn’t done all these things. And then I 
found out that the other guy had already been scheduled. As soon 
as the hearing was over, and I didn’t want to go over these 
motions, Mr. Painter comes out and said, they’re going to try so- 
and-so on the 27th. They knew that all along. They’re playing 
mind games with me, Your Honor. And this is my life. I’m in a 
capital murder case. 


THE Court: What’s your—-what are you requesting in the 
case? 


Mr. PREVATTE: AS what? 


THE Court: What are you asking me to do? 
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Mer. PREVATTE: I want new counsel. I would appreciate that. 
THE CourT: State care to be heard on that? 

Mr. Gwyn: No, sir. 

THE CourRT: Have no opinion one way or the other? 


Mr. HONEYCUTT: Yes, sir. We say that it’s unfair to the State to 
drag us out now. And as to whether or not this case was to be 
tried in July, Mr. Painter and Mr. McSheehan were informed by 
my office that this case was on the calendar in July as the back- 
up case in the event the first murder case that was tried down 
there—and I believe it was before Your Honor—broke down. So 
this—we were targeting this case for trial in July. Mr. Painter and 
Mr. McSheehan were made aware of that and kept informed of 
that. 


Mr. PREvaTTE: Your Honor, all due respect to the court again. 
If they—if I was scheduled to be tried in July, if the other person 
wasn't, then my attorneys were totally unprepared. Because they 
hadn’t done the things they needed to do. 


THE Court: Well, hadn’t they already prepared your case one 
time before? 


Mr. PREVATTE: Yeah. 
THE Court: What else did they need to do then? 


Mr. PREVATTE: There’s new evidence. There’s not new evi- 
dence, but evidence that’s been out there to prove that the 
State’s main witness lied and made a deal with the D.A. to get 18 
felonies dropped a month right after I was convicted. Not only 
did Mr. Honeycutt lie to the defense, he lied to the court and said 
he hadn’t made a deal with the State witness. 


THE CourT: Well, what effort could they have made to show 


‘this? What are you saying your lawyers could have done that you 


don’t already have? 
MR. PREVATTE: Well, I think, Your Honor— 


THE CourT: Didn’t they attempt to ask the witness about that 
during the first trial? And the Judge didn’t let them; is that right? 


MR. PREVATTE: That—that—that’s right. But I thought— 


THE Court: And isn’t that why your case got reversed? 
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Mr. PREVATTE: Yes, sir. But I’m also saying there’s other evi- 
dence there to show that he lied. And that would change the 
whole, all the way around, in my opinion. But all they want, they 
say, well, what if they find DNA. 


THE Court: What do you say is out there? 


Mr. PREVATTE: For that incident, Your Honor, I'd like to ask 
a full hearing in your chambers outside the hearing of the 
prosecution. 


THE COURT: Well, do you all agree what he says cannot be 
used against him? 


Mr. Honeycutt: No, sir. We will not agree to that. 
THE Court: You won't agree to that? 


Mr. HONEYcuTT: At this point, he still has two lawyers repre- 
senting him. 


THE Court: Well, that’s the reason your case got reversed; is 
that right? 


Mr. PREVATTE: No, sir. The case got reversed for lack of due 
process, which— 


THE Court: My understanding is the case got reversed 
because the court did not allow cross examination of whether or 
not some— 


Mr. MCSHEEHAN: Davis. Judge, we were not allowed to cross 
examine the witness in front of the jury to probe him about any 
deal he may have or may not have had on the State, and let the 
jury pass on his credibility, and credibility questions asked and 
his responses thereto. And that’s the Lass V Davis. And that’s why 
it got reversed. The other 157 errors cited and passed on them, 
and they said they would not occur in the new trial. 


THE Court: All right. Mr. Painter, do you feel like you can 
continue to represent him in light of what’s transpired? 


Mr. PAINTER: Your Honor, I have no animosity or no bad feel- 
ings toward Mr. Prevatte. I’m here at the court’s direction to rep- 
resent him as fully as my ability allows me to do so. And I would 
continue to represent him in the manner which I think under the 
law I am—I should be representing him. I will explain to him and 
talk to him any concerns he has. If he wants us to do something 
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that I feel is not in his best interest, I think I, as a lawyer, have a 
duty to make sure that I don’t let him dictate something that is 
going to put him in harm’s way. 


* And I think there’s in fact a recent North Carolina Supreme 
Court case that basically says they’re not to second-guess 
lawyers on post conviction relief where the defendant says, my 
lawyer didn’t do so and so, because the defendant, first of all, 
didn’t go to law school. Second of all, the lawyer in his expertise 
in being in the courtroom under fire, 12 people sitting in the box 
in a capital case is in a better position to judge what tactics to 
take than the Supreme Court sitting in Raleigh 18 months later. 


THE CourT: Mr. McSheehan. 


Mr. McSHEEHAN: Judge, I have no problem continuing repre- 
senting Mr. Prevatte or continuing to represent Mr. Prevatte if the 
court so desires. We’ve got a lot of hours invested in this case. 
New counsel would take a long time for them to catch up, ’m 
sure. I’ve told him regardless of how the court rules, we are here 
if he needs us. And we were there for eight weeks the last time. 
We made trips to Arkansas, Tennessee. We made trips to 
Florida—I mean to Georgia on his behalf. And— 


THE CouRT: Have you considered this psychiatrist or 
whomever he’s talking about from some other state? 


Mr. PAINTER: We went down there and talked with him, took 
a 24-hour trip back on April the 12th with—where we sat on the 
tarmac, got the plane cancelled, and drove back from Atlanta. It 
was a 24-hour trip from start to finish. And went down there and 
spent about an hour with the psychiatrist. 


THE Court: Was he called at trial? 

Mr. PAINTER: I’m sorry? 

THE Court: Was he called at trial? 

Mr. PAINTER: No, not last time. Not the first trial, no, sir. 


Mr. MCSHEEHAN: This is the psychiatrist that saw him in an 
eleven month period at state mental hospital in Milledgeville, 
Georgia. 


THE Court: Was it your opinion that it would not be to his 
benefit to call him to trial? 
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Mr. PAINTER: Man had no recollection at all of having treated 
Mr. Prevatte. 


Mr. McSHEEHAN: And he said he would check his records, 
Judge. And if he found records that were different, he would call 
us. We'd be glad to subpoena him if the court would allow us the 
expense of the trip, bring him up. But— 


THE CourT: Given the fact you did what he’s requested that 
you did previously; is that correct? 


Mr. PAINTER: On April 12th, yes, sir. We went down there and 
talked to the psychiatrist to prepare him for coming up here to 
trial. 


THE CourT: But any agreement about the transfer of this case 
to Stanly County? 


Mr. PAINTER: There was a discussion between us and the D.A. 
and we broached it with Mr. Prevatte. 


THE CourT: Been no agreement about that one way or the 
other? 


Mr. PAINTER: No. There was discussion. 


Mr. PREVATTE: Your Honor, if I may. I have no animosity 
against these attorneys. I just—if I could speak to you in cham- 
bers, you would understand why that I told—asked them to do 
certain things, they haven’t done that’s in regard to my case and 
in my best interest. They went down there and talked to this psy- 
chiatrist. They said he don’t remember nothing about me. I find 
that hard to believe. I mean, I don’t—he may have said that. I’m 
not saying they lied. 


THE Court: You hope to get in touch with him again? 


Mr. PAINTER: Yes, sir. We'll be glad to take the records 
down there. We'll be glad to take a photograph of him. We'll be 
glad to take whatever criminal records are available made to 
peak his memory or cause his memory to fire, hopefully, so he’ll 
understand. 
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THE Court: How much time have you spent preparing for this 
case? 


Mr. MCSHEEHAN: First time? 


Mr. PAINTER: 637 hours is what we had in the last case, first 
time we tried it. 


Mr. MCSHEEHAN: Over 600 hours counting trial? 
Mr. PAINTER: Yes, sir. It was six witnesses for trial. 
Mr. MCSHEEHAN: Eight witnesses. 

Mr. PAINTER: Eight witnesses. 


THE Court: So you spent over 300, 350 hours investigating 
everything? 


Mr. PAINTER: We went to Arkansas. 


THE Court: Well, knowing you gentlemen as I do and your— 
shall we call it propensity to investigate I’ve seen in the past, def- 
inite for me to believe that you wouldn't have done everything 
that’s necessary to provide the defense for this man. 


Mr. PREVATTE: Your Honor, that was in the last trial. ’m 
speaking of the trial from beginning now. I’ve asked them to peti- 
tion the court for funds to hire a private investigator to get this 
evidence. Up to the time in July when we talked and said, you 
might be going to court, they hadn’t done it. Their reasons for not 
wanting that evidence brought out is totally ridiculous. The rea- 
sons I can’t say in front of here because of the prosecution. Go 
there in Your Honor’s chambers, I could tell you. It’s a parody to 
my case that, you know, to help me. And I don’t want the prose- 
cution to have any knowledge of it. 


THE Court: About you wanting to have a_ private 
investigator? 


MR. PREVATTE: Sir? 


THE CourT: About why you should have a private 
investigator? 


Mr. PREVATTE: I want to petition the court to get a private 
investigator to look for this evidence, to find it. 
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THE Court: It’s not automatic. Do you understand that? 


Mr. PREVATTE: Yes, sir, I know that. But they didn’t even peti- 
tion for it. In my opinion, they didn’t even try. Your Honor, [’m on 
trial for my life. And I need all the support that I can get from my 
attorneys. I know these attorneys are good people, good men, 
good attorneys. But I know a little bit about my case that they 
don’t, and— 


THE CourT: Let me ask you something. Did they do every- 
thing you thought they should have done in the first trial? 


Mr. PrevATTE: No, sir. And I ended up with the death penalty. 
THE Court: All right. 


Mr. Honeycutr: I would just like the court to inquire of 
defendant if he’s attempting to fire his attorneys. Is that issue 
before the court? Because if I understand the law, he has a right 
to fire his lawyers. But I also understand my best recol- 
lection with the appellate decisions are, indigent defendant 
does not have a right to fire his attorneys just because he doesn’t 
think he’s getting along with them. See that’s a—there’s a 
much more objective issue before the court other than the clash 
of personalities. 


THE Court: I understand that. 


Mr. Honeycutt: But I'd like the record to reflect whether or 
not he’s attempting to fire his lawyer. 


Mr. PREVATTE: Your Honor, the motion was filed to dismiss 
counsel. I know no lawyer likes to face that kind of a motion. And 
like I said, I have nothing against these two gentlemen, other than 
some things that needed to be brought to the court’s attention 
that could have kept me from getting the death penalty, or even 
convicted of, found guilty the first time. They’ve ignored it. 
They—I just want them to do like I ask in this situation, because 
I know what I’m talking about. 


THE Court: In other words, you just want them to do every- 
thing you tell them to do? 


Mr. PrEvaTTE: No, sir. I’m not an attorney. I'll be the first to 
admit that. I don’t—I need a—-I need counsel. But I’m saying, I 
don’t need these two counsel. 
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THE Court: You just want substitute counsel; is that right? 
Mr. PREVATTE: Court appointed. 


THE CourT: You're not asking to dismiss all attorneys, you 
just want a substitute attorneys? 


Mr. PREVATTE: No, sir. I was wanting that the court appoint 
me new counsel. 


THE Court: That’s what ’m saying. You want me to dismiss 
these two gentlemen and appoint two more; is that right? 


Mr. PREVATTE: Yes. 


THE Court: Anybody care to be heard further? All right, 
motion is denied. ... 


Mr. Gwyn: Your Honor, while we’re all here, we also have 
their motion for a change of venue. 


Mr. MCSHEEHAN: We haven't asked to put it on, Judge... . 


Mr. HONEYCUTT: Well, we need to hear the motion for change 
of venue, because I’m trying to get a session set. 


THE CourT: Well, they didn’t know if they were going to be 
his attorneys until after today or not. So I’m going to set it for the 
next term in Anson County. 


In an order entered on 11 September 1998, the trial court calen- 
dared this case to be tried at the 12 October 1998 term in Anson 
County. The trial court found that the pending motions, such as 
the change of venue, were not heard on this day because of the illness 
of one of defendant’s attorneys. The trial court then calendared all 
pending motions in this case to be heard at the 14 September 1998 
term. 


On 16 October 1998, defendant filed a motion for funds to con- 
duct a survey, asking the court to enter an order approving funds to 
hire someone to conduct a survey of a cross-section of the citizens of 
Anson, Union, Stanly, and Richmond counties to determine whether 
defendant could receive a fair trial in the twentieth prosecutorial dis- 
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trict. Defendant alluded to the fact that he might argue for a change 
of venue to remove his case to a county outside of the twentieth pros- 
ecutorial district due to publicity. 


On 19 October 1998, a hearing was held in Anson County on 
defendant's motion for change of venue and motion for funds to con- 
duct a survey. Defendant and both of his attorneys were present in 
the courtroom. 


At the hearing, defendant’s counsel introduced the transcript of 
the jury voir dire during the first trial. As a result, the following col- 
loquy took place: 


THE CourT: What page do you want me to look at? 


Mr. McSHEEHAN [defense counsel]: Judge, you'll find them 
highlighted as you go through, as you look at this. Primarily what 
our argument is that out of 100 people summoned that came in to 
sit on the jury, 85 were excused. ... We’re asking to introduce the 
transcript to show to the Court that out of the 100 plus or so 
jurors that were summoned, over 85 of them were excused and of 
those excused more than half of those excused, especially those 
excused that we were able to either excuse by cause or take them 
off peremptorily because they had an opinion about this particu- 
lar case. That’s as good a survey on an independent basis as we 
could possibly ask to find that he can’t get a fair and impartial 
trial in Anson County. 


The District Attorney, the last time we had another motion 
that Mr. Prevatte had filed, said that he didn’t object to transfer- 
ring it to any county in the 20th Judicial District. He said that in 
open court. 3 


THE CourT: What is your position about transferring? 


Mr. Honeycutt [prosecutor]: First of all, we say they have 
not met their burden of proof. 


THE CourRT: I understand. 


Mr. Honeycutt: Adequate facilities and a docket that’s light 
enough in this district is in [Stanly] County, and they rejected that 
the last time we discussed this. 
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THE Court: Is there any objection to moving it to a county in 
the district that can handle it facility-wise and scheduling-wise? 


Mr. Honeycutt: I just want to get the case tried. I want it in 
front of 12 people so we can try it. 


THE Court: I understand. Jury selection might go faster if it 
were in a separate county. 


Mr. MCSHEEHAN: Yes, sir. It took a little over two weeks to get 
the jury the last time. 


Mr. McSHEEHAN: And we didn’t take as much time with the 
jury, perhaps as the State did, based on the questions. 


Judge, we ask to move under statute [15A-957] that the court 
has the discretion to move it to another county in the same pros- 
ectorial district as defined in [statute 7A-60] or to another county 
in an adjoining district as defined in [7A-60]. 


Judge, for the convenience, for the ability to have Mr. 
Prevatte at hand, the best jail facility that we have is in Union 
County. 


THE COURT: We’re swamped with cases as it is. 


Mr. MCSHEEHAN: Well, I don’t want to make an argument that 
somebody ought to change the venue on some of those, but 
regardless—well, that’s— 


THE Court: We don't have enough courtrooms now to accom- 
modate all the courts. 


Mr. MCSHEEHAN: This Court may remember that in that dis- 
cussion that we had when Mr. Honeycutt said he didn’t mind any 
of the districts, we were asked if we wanted to move it to [Stanly] 
and we said no—Mr. Prevatte said no. I know Richmond and 
Union are within our district, or any other choice that the Court 
might deem appropriate in moving it. 


THE Court: How long has it been since it was tried the first 
time? 
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Mr. McSHEEHAN: We tried it, I believe, in January of 1997, so 
it will be—it will be four years in January, Judge. Well, so we're 
asking you to change the venue and I’ll stop with this. 


Mr. HonNeEYCUTT: I would like to make a couple of brief com- 
ments. First of all, Judge, as I recall when we tried this case in 
January of 1995, the publicity was not extensive. There was very 
low coverage from the Charlotte press, outside of him having 
been previously convicted of a first-degree murder and been 
sentenced to death and that was—and then he was paroled. That 
was more the angle. 


Most importantly as I recall reading the newspaper articles 
that did come out, especially in the Anson newspaper, it only 
comes out once a week, is that correct? Once a week. The cover- 
age was factual. The coverage—the things that were reported 
were things that happened in the courtroom. There’s been no sen- 
sationalism of the case. There was no misrepresentation of the 
evidence that was presented in the case. 


We contend that they've not even begun to meet a pattern 
which would suggest that they could not get a fair trial in Anson 
County. As for the jurors that were removed for cause, if I do 
recall properly, it did take almost two weeks to pick a jury, but 
there were many, many jurors who did not believe in the death 
penalty and who were not able to qualify... . 


... We contend they have not made a case for moving the 
case out of Anson County, but if the Court wants to move it, you 
have the discretion to do that. We ask that it remain in the dis- 
trict. I spent all the time in Hampton Inns this year that I would 
like to. I would like very much to get this case tried as soon as 
possible. We’ve postponed it from last spring for the defense 
attorneys, and then this October postponed it for the defense 
attorneys. It’s time—it’s time for this man to have to face the bar 
of justice. 


THE Court: As to the motion to dismiss, it’s my opinion that 
the showing does not meet a level necessary to require removal 
to another county as set forth in the State v Barns, and some 
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other fairly recent decisions. In my discretion I’m going to move 
it to [Stanly] County if there’s no objection from the State. 


Mr. Gwyn [prosecutor]: No objection. 


THE COURT: We'll find people there who have not heard much 
of anything about the case and jury selection will probably go 
faster being in a different county instead of the one that we're 
presently in. 


Since there’s no argument from the State as to that point and 
are agreeable to it, in my discretion I’m going to allow the motion 
to move it there, not because a matter of law necessitates it but 
because of the consent expressed by the State. 


As a result of the 19 October 1998 hearing, the trial court entered 
its order on 1 December 1998 denying defendant’s motion for funds 
to conduct a jury survey, but granting defendant’s motion for a 
change of venue and moved the case to Stanly County. The court 
found the following facts: 


1. That [throughout] the hearing of defendant’s motions, the 
defendant was personally present in open court and accompa- 
nied at all times by both his court appointed attorneys, David 
McSheehan and John Painter. 


2. That upon consideration of the motions file[d], evidence 
presented, and arguments presented, or counsel the court finds 
that the defendant failed to present a sufficient showing of preju- 
dice requiring the court to grant either the defendant’s motion for 
change of venue or for funds to conduct a jury survey. 


4. Inits discretion, however, and at the request of the defend- 
ant the court hereby grants the defendant’s motion for a change 
of venue. 


Next, defendant contends the trial court lacked the statutory 
authority and the inherent authority to change venue without giving 
an adequate reason. The statute for a change of venue provides: 


If, upon motion of the defendant, the court determines that 
there exists in the county in which the prosecution is pending so 
great a prejudice against the defendant that he cannot obtain a 
fair and impartial trial, the court must either: 
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(1) Transfer the proceeding to another county in the prose- 
cutorial district as defined in G.S. 7A-60 or to another 
county in an adjoining prosecutorial district as defined in 
G.S. 7A-60, or 


(2) Order a special venire under the terms of G.S. 15A-958. 


The procedure for change of venue is in accordance with the 
provisions of Article 3 of this Chapter, Venue. 


N.C.G.S. § 15A-957 (2001). We agree that the trial court found that 
defendant failed to present a sufficient showing of prejudice to 
change venue, but we disagree that the trial court lacked the inherent 
authority, in its discretion, to change venue. 


It is well settled that “[n]lotwithstanding this apparent statu- 
tory limitation upon the power of a court to order a change of venue, 
a court of general jurisdiction ... has the inherent authority to order 
a change of venue in the interests of justice.” State v. Barfield, 298 
N.C. 306, 320, 259 S.E.2d 510, 524 (1979) (citing English v. Brigman, 
227 N.C. 260, 41 S.E.2d 732 (1947)), cert. denied, 448 U.S. 907, 65 
L. Ed. 2d 1137 (1980). “In either case, a motion for a change of venue 
is addressed to the sound discretion of the trial judge and will not be 
disturbed on appeal in the absence of a showing of an abuse of dis- 
cretion.” Jd. A judge of a superior court “on his own motion, in his 
own discretion and in the furtherance of justice, has the authority to 
transfer a case from one county to another,” State v. Chandler, 324 
N.C. 172, 183, 376 S.E.2d 728, 735 (1989) even in the absence of 
express statutory authority. “Such power existed at common law, 
and, therefore, unless specifically denied by statute, still adheres in 
the courts of the country.” Brigman, 227 N.C. at 261, 41 S.E.2d at 732. 
“These statutory limitations on the power of a court to order a change 
of venue are preempted by the inherent authority of the superior 
court to order a change of venue in the interest of justice.” Chandler, 
324 N.C. at 183, 376 S.E.2d at 735 (citing Barfield, 298 N.C. 306, 259 
S.E.2d 510). 


In the instant case, the trial court used its sound discretion and 
evoked its inherent authority to change venue in the interest of and 
furtherance of justice. The tria} court was fully aware that defendant 
had been previously sentenced to cleath in Anson County. Because of 
the previous problems choosing jurors in Anson County and the 
accompanying publicity, defendant requested that venue be changed 
from Anson County. The trial court granted this request on 23 
November 1998. From our review of the record, it is clear that the 
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trial court was making a decision at defendant’s request to benefit 
defendant in his upcoming trial. It is clear from the record that the 
prosecution wanted to keep this case in Anson County and that the 
trial court prevailed upon the prosecution to consent to a change of 
venue to Stanly County. It is also clear from the record that the trial 
court took into consideration whether there were adequate facilities 
and manageable dockets in the other counties. The trial court deter- 
mined that there would be less publicity in Stanly County and that 
jury selection would proceed at a faster rate. We hold that the trial 
court’s decision was without error, structural or otherwise. 


Next, defendant argues that he did not waive his right to venue, 
i.e., his right to be tried in Anson County. Defendant filed a motion for 
a change of venue, but now contends he did not want the change to 
be Stanly County. Defendant does not have the right to change venue 
to the county of his choice. At the hearing for a change of venue, 
defendant’s attorney specifically asked not to have the case tried in 
Anson County, agreed that jury selection would go faster in another 
county, and noted that the best jail facility was in Union County. 
Defendant was present in the courtroom during the hearing and 
voiced no opposition to any of the arguments posed. Defendant had 
been very vocal on other occasions, but remained silent at this hear- 
ing. He made no objection to any arguments during this hearing and, 
in fact, made no comments at all. He never withdrew or repudiated 
his motion to change venue. This argument is without merit. 


Defendant next contends that he is entitled to a new trial because 
he and his attorneys came to an impasse about venue and because his 
attorneys refused to follow defendant’s directions. We have previ- 
ously cited to the transcript of the hearing held on 24 August 1998 in 
which defendant explicitly refers to his right to direct his attorneys 
when they reached an impasse: 


Mr. PREvATTE: And I know what’s—some of the things 
that need to be done. [’ve told them, and they won’t do it. And it 
all—the law—the law states that when a defendant and his 
counsel come]] to an impasse, that the defendant’s desires over- 
ride those of his counsel. I’ve read that in the North Carolina laws 
and procedures. 


We disagree and hold that defendant’s arguments are misplaced. 


“[Wjhen counsel and a fully informed criminal defendant client 
reach an absolute impasse as to such tactical decisions, the client’s 
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wishes must control... .” State v. Brown, 339 N.C. 426, 434, 451 
S.E.2d 181, 187 (1994) (quoting State v. Ali, 329 N.C. 394, 404, 407 
S.E.2d 183, 189 (1991)), cert. denied, 516 U.S. 825, 133 L. Ed. 2d 46 
(1995). As previously noted, defendant had filed his motion for 
change of venue from Anson County. After a thorough review of the 
record, it is apparent that defendant did not want to be tried in any 
county in the twentieth prosecutorial district. Assuming, arguendo, 
that there was an impasse between defendant and his attorneys, and 
assuming it was an absolute impasse, defendant’s arguments are mis- 
directed. The impasse was between defendant and his attorneys 
about whether or not to have venue changed to Stanly County. In a 
motion for change of venue, the trial court determines whether a 
move to a different county will take place. Relief pursuant to a 
motion for change of venue may consist of the trial court transferring 
the trial either to another county in the same prosecutorial district or 
to another county in an adjoining prosecutorial district. See N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-957(1). 


A defendant may not condition a motion for a change of venue 
upon the trial court’s agreeing to transfer the case to a particular 
county specified by the defendant. In addition, the record does not 
support defendant’s allegations about his defense counsel directing 
the venue choice or making efforts to change venue to Stanly County. 
As noted before, the hearing on the motion was the critical time for 
defendant to have declared any disapproval, repudiation, or with- 
drawal of the motion. Defendant has no right to dictate the choice of 
anew county or to exclude some county from those to be considered 
by the trial court. Neither his attorneys nor the trial court violated 
defendant’s rights with respect to venue. This assignment of error is 
overruled. . 


[2] Defendant also assigns error to the trial court’s failure to allow 
defendant’s personal request to speak to the court outside the pres- 
ence of the prosecution regarding his pro se motion to dismiss his 
attormeys. 


Initially, defendant wrote the court to move for dismissal of his 
counsel. During the 24 August 1998 hearing on defendant’s motion, 
defendant asked to speak to the court ex parte to explain the prob- 
lems with his counsel to the court. The court did not agree to this 
request. The State refused to agree that it would not use defendant’s 
statements during the hearing against defendant. Defendant indi- 
cated that the general basis of his complaint was that his attorneys 
had failed to meet several of his requests. Defendant told the judge 
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that the reasons his attorneys did not want “that evidence brought 
out is totally ridiculous. The reasons I can’t say in front of here 
because of the prosecution.” 


Defendant now argues his attorneys could not openly speak 
absent an ex parte hearing because they were constrained by the 
attorney-client privilege. Defendant thus argues the trial court's fail- 
ure to grant an ex parte hearing violated his Fifth, Sixth, and 
Fourteenth Amendment rights. Essentially, defendant argues the trial 
court’s action put him in an impossible situation wherein if he 
revealed the necessary information concerning his attorneys’ alleged 
ineptitude, this information would also be revealed to the prosecu- 
tion, who could use it against defendant at trial. If defendant failed to 
reveal the information, however, he would be unable to support his 
motion for new counsel. 


As the State aptly points out in its brief, although defendant cites 
several assignments of error, defendant presents arguments only on 
the issue of whether the trial court erred in failing to grant an ex 
parte hearing in the present case. As such, this is the sole issue here, 
and.ail other assignments of error are deemed abandoned. See N.C. R. 
App. P. 28(a). 


A full review of the pertinent portions of the record is neces- 
sary to understand what was at issue during the hearing. Defendant 
spoke at great length at the hearing; defendant’s attorneys also spoke 
in response to the trial court’s inquiries. Defendant’s attorneys indi- 
cated their reluctance to speak absent defendant’s waiver of the 
attorney-client privilege. After defendant acknowledged that his 
attorneys had already prepared his case at a prior trial, the trial court 
asked defendant what additional actions needed to be taken. 
Defendant replied, 


There’s new evidence. There’s not new evidence, but evidence 
that’s been out there to prove that the State’s main witness lied 
and made a deal with the D.A. to get 18 felonies dropped a month 
right after [ was convicted. Not only did [the State] lie to the 
defense, he lied to the court and said he hadn’t made a deal with 
the State witness. 


The trial court then asked if this was not the reason defend- 
ant’s initial conviction had been reversed. See Prevatie, 346 N.C. 162, 
484 S.E.2d 377. Defendant agreed and added, “But I’m also saying 
there’s other evidence there to show that he lied.” When the trial 
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court asked defendant what additional evidence he thought existed, 
defendant stated he would prefer to elaborate on the information in 
the judge’s chambers. Although defendant’s attorneys stated they 
could continue to fully represent defendant, defendant still insisted 
he and his counsel were at an impasse concerning certain issues of 
trial preparation. Among other things, defendant indicated that he 
had asked his counsel to petition the court for funds to hire a private 
investigator to find evidence and that counsel had failed to do so for 
“ridiculous” reasons. 


Additional light is shed on the present issue by examination of a 
letter defendant wrote to another judge shortly after the hearing. 
Defendant specifically indicates at the start of the letter that he was 
writing it in reference to the 24 August 1998 hearing on the motion to 
dismiss counsel. In the letter, defendant referred to the trial court’s 
questioning during the hearing about the nature of the evidence in 
issue. He stated that the evidence would show the witness in the first 
trial (Jeffrey Burr) lied in his testimony from beginning to end. 
Further, defendant asserted that the location of two bullets at the 
murder scene would prove that the witness’ testimony was false. 
Specifically, according to the letter, two law enforcement officers 
(Hutchinson and Poplin) inserted false evidence of the bullets into 
the record at defendant’s first trial. 


Also in his letter, defendant said his attorneys had repeatedly 
ignored his requests to seek funds for a private investigator to locate 
this evidence. According to the letter, this is one of the reasons 
defendant wanted his attorneys dismissed. Defendant concluded his 
letter with a request that the trial court share the letter with de- 
fendant’s attorneys in the hope they would then obtain a private 
investigator. Defendant’s letter was later discussed at an October 
1998 hearing on some of defendant’s other motions. After discussion 
of the letter, the trial court allowed an oral motion by defendant’s 
counsel for funds for someone to further investigate the issue. 


Accordingly, defendant did eventually obtain what he sought 
from his attorneys. Moreover, because neither the two officers, 
Hutchinson and Poplin, nor the prior witness, Jeffrey Burr, testified 
at defendant’s new trial, it appears defendant’s concerns about this 
issue may have been unnecessary. ]nstead, the primary issue during 
the guilt/innocence phase of the trial appears to have been defend- 
ant’s mental state at the time of the killing. It thus appears the pri- 
mary matter about which defendant desired to speak with the trial 
court in private was resolved. 
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Our review of the record reveals the trial court properly handled 
defendant’s motion for new counsel. An indigent defendant has no 
right to replace appointed counsel merely because the defendant is 
dissatisfied with the present attorney’s work or because of a dis- 
agreement over trial tactics. State v. Anderson, 350 N.C. 152, 167-68, 
513 S.E.2d 296, 306, cert. denied, 528 U.S. 978, 145 L. Ed. 2d 326 
(1999); State v. Kuplen, 316 N.C. 387, 396-97, 343 S.E.2d 793, 799 
(1986). An attorney, whether retained or appointed, 


is not the mere lackey or “mouthpiece” of his client. He is in 
charge of and has the responsibility for the conduct of the trial, 
including the selection of witnesses to be called to the stand on 
behalf of his client and the interrogation of them. 


State v. Robinson, 290 N.C. 56, 66, 224 S.E.2d 174, 179 (1976). When 
a defendant makes a motion for new counsel, if it appears the present 
attorney is reasonably competent and there is no conflict between 
attorney and client that renders the attorney incompetent, the motion 
for new counsel must be denied. Anderson, 350 N.C. at 167, 513 
S.E.2d at 305-06. 


In the present case, the trial court properly granted defendant a 
hearing so defendant could explain his desire to change attorneys. 
Defendant failed to provide the trial court with sufficient information 
to support his motion for new counsel. Because defendant's attorneys 
did eventually agree at the October 1998 hearing to obtain money for 
a private investigator, it does not appear defendant and his attorneys 
ever reached an impasse such that the attorneys could not compe- 
tently function. Moreover, it was certainly within the attorneys’ dis- 
cretion to use their time and energy as they saw best to prepare for 
trial. In this case, the attorneys may have seen preparation of an 
insanity defense, rather than pursuit of the evidence defendant 
sought, as the best way to proceed. Accordingly, based on the evi- 
dence presented, the trial court properly denied defendant’s motion 
for new counsel. See State v. Sweezy, 291 N.C. 366, 373, 230 S.E.2d 
924, 529 (1976) (motion properly denied where “[djefendant merely 
stated that he felt that his counsel were not going to represent him 
properly without pointing to any act or omission indicating incompe- 
tency or lack of diligence on the part of his counsel”). 


Defendant nonetheless insists he needed an ex parte hearing to 
disclose the information supporting his motion. Defendant failed to 
provide the trial court, however, with even a minimal basis to grant 
such an ex parte hearing. A trial court does not have to automatically 
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hold an ex parte hearing in circumstances such as those presented in 
the present case. See State v. White, 340 N.C. 264, 276, 457 S.E.2d 841, 
848 (no ex parte hearing was required on defendant’s motion for 
funds to hire private investigator), cert. denied, 516 U.S. 994, 133 
L. Ed. 2d 486 (1995); State v. Phipps, 331 N.C. 427, 450-53, 418 $.E.2d 
178, 190-92 (1992) (no right to ex parte hearing on motion for funds 
for fingerprint expert). But see State v. Ballard, 333 N.C. 515, 519, 428 
S.E.2d 178, 180 (ex parte hearing was needed for motion requesting 
assistance of psychiatric expert because this issue was “one of an 
intensely sensitive, personal nature”), cert. denied, 510 U.S. 984, 126 
L. Ed. 2d 438 (1993). Despite the trial court’s attempt in the present 
case to discuss with defendant what issues prompted his motion, 
defendant failed to present any evidence that an issue of a personal 
nature, as in Ballard, was at stake. Indeed, defendant merely men- 
tioned to the trial court his desire to speak to the trial judge alone. 
Even if defendant’s comments are given the broadest possible read- 
ing, defendant merely indicated that additional evidence might exist. 
In short, defendant offered no evidence of his need to reveal infor- 
mation at the hearing that would have been useful to the prosecution 
or that would have otherwise needed secret presentation. Rather, 
similar to White and Phipps, defendant apparently wished only that 
his attorneys would seek funds to obtain physical evidence. As such, 
defendant failed to show an ex parte hearing was needed. 


Finally, because we hold that defendant’s motion for new counsel 
was handled properly, we also reject defendant’s equal protection 
claim. 


Defendant’s assignment of error is without merit. 


[3] In another assignment of error, defendant argues his Sixth 
Amendment right to counsel was denied when his attorneys violated 
their duty of loyalty and freely revealed their work product in front of 
the prosecution. During the 24 August 1998 hearing on defendant’s 
motion to dismiss his attorneys, the trial court questioned defend- 
ant’s attorneys about their representation of defendant. According to 
defendant, his attorneys improperly revealed their work product con- 
cerning trial strategy and undermined defendant’s case. Defendant 
argues that an actual conflict of interest developed between defend- 
ant’s interest in effective representation and his attorneys’ interest in 
their professional reputation. Moreover, defendant alleges the trial 
court improperly allowed the State to be involved in the considera- 
tion of whether defendant’s counsel was adequate. 
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A criminal defendant has a right to representation free from con- 
flict. State v. Bruton, 344 N.C. 381, 391, 474 S.E.2d 336, 3438 (1996). To 
prove a violation of this right, a defendant must show that the conflict 
affected his attorney’s performance at trial. Jd. In the present case, 
defendant argues his attorneys revealed trial strategy at the pretrial 
hearing and thus undermined his defense at trial. 


As a preliminary matter, upon this Court’s extensive review of the 
24 August 1998 hearing, we find no evidence that defendant’s attor- 
neys revealed any information that constituted work product. Rather, 
the attorneys simply responded to the trial court’s questions con- 
cerning what they had done to investigate and prepare the case. 
Because the attorneys described in general terms what had been 
done, rather than disclosing any of their mental processes, there was 
no work product violation. See State v. Hardy, 293 N.C. 105, 126, 235 
S.E.2d 828, 841 (1977) (“The [work product] doctrine was designed to 
protect the mental processes of the attorney from outside interfer- 
ence and provide a privileged area in which he can analyze and 
prepare his client’s case.”). 


At the hearing, defendant’s attorneys disclosed that they had 
made trips to other states, interviewed a psychiatrist in Georgia who 
treated defendant, and expressed a willingness to return for an addi- 
tional visit with the psychiatrist. The attorneys also indicated they 
had interviewed every witness defendant wished, had investigated 
defendant’s apprehension in Arkansas, and were prepared to impeach 
a witness whose prior testimony might have been in exchange for dis- 
missal of charges against the witness. The attorneys also informed 
the trial court that they had discussed with the State transferring the 
case to Stanly County but had not reached any agreement. 


Defendant’s attorneys disclosed no information at the hearing 
that revealed their defense strategy. Indeed, defendant has failed to 
show how his trial would have differed were it not for his attorneys’ 
statements at the hearing. Defendant’s attorneys simply answered the 
trial court’s questions, as they were required to do as officers of the 
court, in as responsible a manner as possible to aid in the considera- 
tion of defendant’s motion to dismiss his attorneys. 


[4] Defendant also argues the State was improperly allowed to par- 
ticipate in the decision on defendant’s motion to dismiss his attor- 
neys. Defendant cites the following exchange at the hearing: 
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THE CourT: Well, what’s your position as to whether or not 
these attorneys ought to remain in the case, whether or not some 
other attorney ought to be in it? | 


[THE STATE]: Well, Your Honor, the defendant doesn’t have 
the right to pick and choose whatever counsel he prefers to have 
or is more comfortable to have. We really feel, quite frankly, Your 
Honor, that the purpose of him filing this motion is simply for the 
purpose of delay. One alternative that occurs to the State is for 
the appointment of standby counsel in the form of Mr. Painter 
and Mr. McSheehan. Other than that, we take no position. We just 
want the court to be aware of our belief that Mr. Prevatte’s 
motion in front of you is simply for the purpose of delaying and 
putting off the inevitable trial. 


The State’s comments merely reflect its interpretation of the law 
governing defendant’s motion as well as its belief that defendant was 
attempting to stall his trial. Because the timing of the trial could have 
affected the State, it was proper for the trial court to ascertain the 
State’s stance on defendant’s motion. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


[5] In another assignment of error, defendant contends the trial court 
erred by granting the State’s request for discovery of defendant’s 
medical and psychological records and by requiring the defense’s 
psychology experts to issue written reports in violation of N.C.G.S 
§ 15A-905, which provides in pertinent part: 


Reports of Examinations and Tests.—If the court grants any 
relief sought by the defendant under G.S. 15A-903(e), the court 
must, upon motion of the State, order the defendant to permit the 
State to inspect and copy or photograph results or reports of 
physical or mental examinations or of tests, measurements or 
experiments made in connection with the case, or copies thereof, 
within the possession and control of the defendant which the 
defendant intends to introduce in evidence at the trial or which 
were prepared by a witness whom the defendant intends to call 
at the trial, when the results or reports relate to his testimony. In 
addition, upon motion of a prosecutor, the court must order the 
defendant to permit the prosecutor to inspect, examine, and test, 
subject to appropriate safeguards, any physical evidence or a 
sample of it available to the defendant if the defendant intends to 
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offer such evidence, or tests or experiments made in connection 
with such evidence, as an exhibit or evidence in the case. 


N.C.G.S. § 15A-905(b) (2001). 


Defendant argues the first requirement of the statute was not met 
because he never requested any results or reports in the State’s pos- 
session. Defendant argues this is the proper interpretation of the 
statute despite the fact that the State was entitled to discovery of the 
material at issue in defendant’s first trial. 


Our examination of the record reveals defendant never objected 
during the hearing to the discovery in issue. Indeed, defendant actu- 
ally conceded that the State had properly interpreted the applicable 
law granting the State the right to discovery. 


At a pretrial hearing on 13 July 1998, the State asked the trial 
court to order, as it had in defendant’s first trial, that defendant per- 
mit the State to copy results or reports of all psychological examina- 
tions of defendant that defendant intended to offer into evidence at 
trial. In response, one of defendant’s attorneys stated, “They’re en- 
titled to it if we intend to offer it. That’s what I understand the law is.” 
The trial court then entered an order requiring defendant to notify the 
State of any mental health or similar report defendant intended to 
use. Defendant’s counsel responded to the trial court’s oral order by 
saying, “Yes, sir.” 


Defendant never objected to the trial court’s grant of the relevant 
discovery to the State. Indeed, as indicated above, defendant agreed 
that the law gave the State the right to obtain the materials requested. 
As such, defendant has failed to preserve this issue for appellate 
review and, having conceded the issue at trial, cannot properly raise 
it here. See N.C. R. App. P. 10(b)(1). 


Defendant’s assignment of error is overruled. 
JURY SELECTION 


[6] In another assignment of error, defendant contends the trial court 
erred by denying defendant’s motion to strike the panel of jurors that 
heard prospective juror Mabry’s comment that she recognized a mug 
shot of defendant in the paper. The following portion of jury selection 
is relevant: 


[THE STATE]: ... Because this did receive some attention from 
the press. Do any of you all recall those circumstances or that 
murder or this case? 
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(Jurors shake their head[s] negatively. ) 
(THE STATE]: Okay. 


Ms. Masry: I do recognize his mug shot that was in the paper. 
I mean, I] remember that picture. 


[THE STATE]: Okay. When did that appear in the paper? 


Ms. Masry: Well, I’m not quite sure. But maybe I pictured 
him somewhere else. But I remember we—we discussed his 
mustache. 


(THE STATE]: Okay. Are we talking about a matter of years 
ago? 


Ms. Masry: Yeah. 
[THE STATE]: Or are we talking about recently? 
Ms. Masry: It wouldn’t be recent. 


[THE STATE]: Because I wasn’t aware that it had been in the 
paper recently. 


Ms. Mapry: It wouldn’t be recent. 


(THE StaTE]: I misunderstcod and thought that you meant 
recently. 


Ms. Masry: No. I just remember the mustache. 


(THE STATE]: He looks familiar now that you've had a chance 
to look at him a little bit? 


Ms. Masry: Right. 


[THE STATE]: Now, do you recall, Ms. Mabry, whether or not 
when you saw his picture in the paper, forming an opinion about 
this case? 


Ms. Masry: That was a while back. J wouldn’t—I don’t 
remember. 


[THE STATE]: Okay. If you formed an opinion about that— 
this case, would you hold that opinion now. Or are you, as you 
sit here today, without opinion about this case, open minded and 
fair? 


Ms. Masry: Open minded. 
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[THE STATE]: Okay. You have no opinion about the guilt of Mr. 
Prevatte as he sits here today? 


Ms. Masry: No. 


(THE STATE]: Okay. And you don’t feel like the fact that you 
saw his name in the paper—which we’ve acknowledged that he 
got some press attention. The fact that you saw his picture in the 
paper would prevent you from being fair and impartial in this 
case? 


Ms. Masry: No. 
(THE STATE]: Okay. All right. Anybody else? 
(Jurors shake their head[s] negatively. ) 


Mabry was eventually excused for a reason unrelated to defendant’s 
picture appearing in the paper. Defendant argues the information 
about the mug shot allowed the other jurors to speculate about prior 
crimes defendant may have committed. 


First, defendant provides no evidence that the mug shot that 
Mabry saw was connected to another crime. The murder in issue was 
committed over five years prior to the trial and so the mug shot cer- 
tainly could have been related to that crime. 


Second, there is no reason to believe the other jurors formed 
any improper opinions based on Mabry’s comment about the mug 
shot. In State v. Corbett, we considered a prospective juror’s 
remark that he had been following the case in the paper and had 
formed an opinion that the defendant was guilty. 309 N.C. 382, 385, 
307 S.E.2d 139, 142 (1983). The defendant argued this remark 
prevented the remaining jurors from exercising their own judg- 
ment. /d. at 386, 307 S.E.2d at 143. This Court held it was the defend- 
ant’s burden to show a juror held an improper opinion. Jd. Moreover, 
this Court stated: 


Defendant has failed to establish that the mere fact that one 
prospective juror who was later excused for cause stated that in 
his opinion defendant was guilty caused the remaining prospec- 
tive jurors to become unable to render a verdict based on the evi- 
dence presented in court. Defendant has presented no evidence 
that [the prospective juror’s] opinion carried any weight with the 
jurors selected. 


Id. at 386-87, 307 S.E.2d at 148. 
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In the present case, unlike Corbett, prospective Juror Mabry made 
no comment that she thought defendant was guilty. Instead, she 
merely mentioned seeing his mug shot in the paper. Further, the trial 
court instructed the jury numerous times to base its considerations of 
the case solely on the evidence presented. 


Because defendant has failed to show prospective juror Mabry’s 
comment influenced the jury’s deliberations, we hold there was no 
error here. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


[7] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial 
court erred by permitting the State’s questions during jury voir 
dire which implied that jurors were free to ignore or devalue testi- 
mony of psychologists, psychiatrists, and other experts. Defendant 
failed to preserve this issue for appeal as he did not refer in his 
assignment of error to all the questions that he addresses in his brief. 
This Court can review “those assignments of error set out in the 
record on appeal.” N.C. R. App. P. 10(a). To be sufficient, assignments 
of error must “direct[] the attention of the appellate court to the 
particular error about which the question is made, with clear and spe- 
cific record or transcript references.” N.C. R. App. P. 10(c)(1); see 
also State v. Price, 326 N.C. 56, 87, 388 S.E.2d 84, 101-02, sentence 
vacated on other grounds, 498 U.S. 802, 112 L. Ed. 2d 7 (1990). 
Defendant also failed to object to all but two of the questions at trial. 
When he objected to those two questions, he objected on other 
grounds. 


Regardless of whether defendant preserved this issue, the ques- 
tions to which defendant objects did not misstate the law. For exam- 
ple, defendant objects to the following comment by the State during 
jury voir dire: “You don’t have to believe any part of what an expert 
witness says, just because that person is an expert witness.” 


The law in North Carolina is well established that a prosecu- 
tor may not express his opinion as to the credibility of a witness. 
State v. Riddle, 311 N.C. 734, 737, 319 S.E.2d 250, 253 (1984). In 
this case, however, the prosecutor did not express an opinion as to 
the credibility of specific witnesses. He did not intimate that he 
thought defendant’s experts would lie or that he did not believe 
defendant’s experts. The State’s questions during jury voir dire 
were simply intended to determine if jurors would equally consider 
testimony of lay witnesses concerning defendant’s mental capacity. 
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Before jury deliberations began, the trial court instructed the jury 
on expert witnesses as follows: 


Now, in this case, you've heard evidence from witnesses 
who have testified as expert witnesses. Now, an expert witness is 
permitted to testify in the form of an opinion in a field where he 
purports to have specialized skill or knowledge. Now, as I’ve 
instructed you, you are the sole judges of the credibility of 
each witness and the weight to be given to the testimony of each 
witness. 


In making this determination as to the testimony of an expert 
witness, you should consider, in addition to the other tests of 
credibility and weight, the witness’ training and qualifications 
and experience or lack therefore, the reasons if any given for the 
opinion, whether the opinion is supported by facts that you find 
from the evidence, whether the opinion is reasonable, and 
whether it is consistent with other believable evidence in the 
case. 


Now, you should consider the opinion of an expert, but you 
are not bound by it. In other words, you are not required to 
accept an expert witness’ opinion to the exclusion of the facts 
and circumstances disclosed by other testimony. 


These instructions were given in accordance with the pattern jury 
instructions, see N.C.P.1.—Crim. 104.94 (1990), and have been 
approved by this Court, State v. Kennedy, 320 N.C. 20, 36-37, 357 
S.E.2d 359, 369 (1987). The State’s questions regarding expert wit- 
nesses were in concert with the trial court’s jury instruction. We hold 
the State’s questions were proper. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


{8] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred by overruling his objections to prosecutorial vouching. 
Defendant argues the State’s comments during jury voir dire were 
unacceptable in that the State vouched to the jury that it was arguing 
the just and true case. Defendant argues multiple statements by the 
State were prejudicial. Most of these statements referred to evidence 
the State would present and to what would occur during the sen- 
tencing phase. For example, defendant argues it was error when the 
State asked a juror the following question: 


Would you also agree, then, that in a case that the State is 
seeking the death penalty, that as a matter of fairness, the jury 
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should give some consideration to the death penalty once it 
reached that point? 


At this point, defendant objected to the term “once it reached that 
point,” and the trial court clarified, stating, “Well, if it reaches that 
point.” 


Defendant further argues the following line of questioning by the 
State was prejudicial: 


[THE STATE]: Did you understand that if you are convinced 
based on the facts of this case and His Honor’s instructions on 
the law, that if you are convinced that the death penalty is the 
appropriate punishment for that man over there, that would then 
be your duty to come back and announce that to be your verdict, 
the death penalty? 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Object to the form of the question in the 
manner which it was stated, assumes certain things. 


THE CourRT: You understand that we may not reach the pun- 
ishment phase at all. Do you understand that? 


[PROSPECTIVE JUROR]: Yes. 


THE Court: Okay. Just necessary to ask these preliminary 
questions in case we do go into that at a later time. 


[THE STATE]: My question... was really more whether or not 
you recognize that it may become—and we Say it will become in 
this case—your duty to find the defendant guilty of first degree 
murder, and then to announce the death penalty as the sentence 
in that case. It is not an academic or a hypothetical proposition. 
We’re saying you will get there. Do you understand that to be 
your duty? 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. Objection. 


THE CourT: It will be your duty to decide the issue one way 
or the other. Do you understand that? 


[PROSPECTIVE JUROR]: Yes. 
THE Court: If it reaches that. 


In questioning another prospective juror, the State asked: 
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Should the defendant be convicted of first degree murder—we 
contend he will be—and the jury that then hears the sentencing 
issues decide for itself unanimously by proof beyond a reason- 
able doubt that the appropriate penalty given the law, given what 
aggravating circumstances are, and what the mitigating circum- 
stances are, given His Honor’s instruction as to those things, that 
the appropriate penalty is death, do you understand then that it 
would be your duty to come back and announce that as your 
sentence recommendation? 


... [I]t’s not a hypothetical question I’m asking here. It’s not 
speculative or academic. It’s something we contend will happen. 
So my question of you is not—not hypothetical 


... You understand that that—should we reach that point, 
that that is going to be what’s required of you? That that is part of 
your—your duty as a juror. 


[PROSPECTIVE JUROR]: Yes. 
(THE STATE]: Given that certain circumstance. 


[PROSPECTIVE JUROR]: I understand. 


[THE STATE]: Okay. You realize that that is, under your oath, 
what’s going to be required of you should you reach that point. 


[PROSPECTIVE JUROR]: (Nods head affirmatively. ) 

[THE STATE]: All right. 

[PROSPECTIVE JUROR]: Yeah. 

{THE STaTE]: And that the State has a right to a fair trial. 
[PROSPECTIVE JUROR]: Yeah. 


[THE STATE]: And that as part of a fair trial, should we reach 
that point, the State has a right for that to happen. 


[PROSPECTIVE JUROR]: Yes. 


Defendant also argues that comments during questioning of 
another prospective juror were prejudicial: 
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(THE STATE]: Do you understand that in a death penalty case, 
as in any criminal trial, the State, as well as the defendant, are 
entitled to a fair trial. Okay? Entitled to jurors who will fairly con- 
sider both sentencing options. Okay? The death penalty— 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
[THE STATE]: As well as life imprisonment. 
THE COURT: What’s that? 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Improper statement, Judge. They con- 
sider the—first a guilt or not guilty in this case before they get to 
that. And then they consider the evidence presented. 


THE Court: You understand it’s a two-part trial and you 
determine the guilt or innocence of the defendant of the underly- 
ing crime first? 


[PROSPECTIVE JUROR]: Yes. 


THE CouRT: Only if he’s found guilty do we go into a sentenc- 
ing phase. Do you understand that? 


[PROSPECTIVE JUROR]: (Nods head affirmatively. ) 


THE Court: You’re asked these questions only in case we get 
to a second phase. You understand all that? 


[PROSPECTIVE JUROR]: Yes, Sir. 


[THE STATE]: ... the State contends we're going to get to that 
point. And that’s why these questions are relevant. Do you under- 
stand that we’re contending that we will get to a sentencing 
phase, okay? And that’s why this is not a hypothetical type situa- 
tion. That’s why this isn’t just— 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
[THE STATE]: —exercise. 
THE CourT: Overruled. 


Defendant argues in several other instances the State over- 
stepped its bounds and prejudiced the prospective jurors. 


During jury voir dire, as in jury arguments, counsel cannot put 
incompetent and prejudicial matters before the jury “ “by injecting his 
own knowledge, beliefs and personal opinions’” when they are 
unsupported by the evidence. State v. Gibbs, 335 N.C. 1, 38-39, 436 
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S.E.2d 321, 342 (1993) (quoting State v. Johnson, 298 N.C. 355, 368, 
259 S.E.2d 752, 761 (1979)), cert. dented, 512 U.S. 1246, 129 L. Ed. 2d 
881 (1994). In Gibbs, the defendant argued that during jury voir dire, 
the prosecutor's prefacing of questions with comments about moving 
from the first stage of trial to the penalty phase were improper and 
the implication that the penalty phase would be reached was prejudi- 
cial. Id. at 38, 436 S.E.2d at 342. This Court held that such comments, 
even when repeated, did not constitute an attempt to put before the 
prospective jurors “prejudicial matters by injecting [counsel’s] own 
beliefs or personal opinions unsupported by evidence.” Jd. at 39, 486 
S.E.2d at 343. 


In the present case, the State never said the sentencing phase def- 
initely would be reached, but only insinuated such a possibility. The 
State’s comments, taken in context, “refer to the conditional nature 
of bifurcated capital prosecutions.” Jd. at 39, 4386 S.E.2d at 342. 
Further, the trial court’s clarifications and the prospective jurors’ 
responses to the trial court and to the State made it clear that the 
prospective jurors were not under the impression the sentencing 
phase was a certainty. After reviewing all the comments to which 
defendant objects, we hold these statements were not improper. 


Accordingly, defendant’s assignment of error regarding prosecu- 
torial vouching is without merit. 


[9] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred by allowing the State to inform prospective jurors that as part 
of their duty they might have to stand up alone and announce a death 
verdict. Defendant further argues the trial court erred by excusing 
prospective juror Thomas because she could not fulfill this duty. 


The following transcript excerpt is pertinent to our analysis of 
this issue: 


(THE STATE]: If based on those things, if the State has con- 
vinced you, Mrs. Thomas [prospective juror], of the defendant’s 
guilt and the appropriateness of the death penalty as the punish- 
ment in this case, do you think that you could come back with 
that as being your sentence recommendation for the death 
penalty? 


Ms. THoMAs: I believe in the death penalty in some cases. But 
personally, I have a problem with being the one to say—to say, 
you know, put this man to death. 
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[THE STATE]: Well, to be very honest with you, Mrs. Thomas, 
that’s exactly what we’re asking members of this jury to do. Do 
you understand that? 


Ms. THOMAS: Yes. 


(THE STATE]: And also what we'll be asking, should we get to 
that point, and we say we will get to that point, not only would 
you be asked to make up that as your verdict, guilty of first 
degree murder as well as the two kidnappings, but also the death 
penalty as being your recommendation. What you would be 
required to do, ma’am, is to come back into court and stand up all 
by yourself and announce to everyone in court, including the 
defendant over there, that the death penalty is your sentence 
recommendation. 


It is only fair that you know that now going in. But that is 
going to be a part of your duty as a juror in this case, should we 
reach that point. We contend we will. Now, having heard all that, 
do you feel that you could do that? 


Ms. THomas: I’m not sure that I could. 


[THE STATE]: You understand that the questions that I’ve 
asked are based largely on what would be required of jurors in 
the case at different points, ard that it is not a hypothetical or 
academic or speculative question on our part in asking if you 
would be able to do that. 


Ms. THOMAS: Right. 
(THE STATE]: We need to know yes or no if you could. 
Ms. THoMAs: I don’t think I could. 


[THE STATE]: Do you understand that that is part of what’s 
required? 


Ms. THOMAS: Yes. 


[THE STATE]: Would the fact that you don’t think that you 
could do that prevent you from, first of all, finding the defendant 
guilty of first degree murder? 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 


(THE STATE]: Knowing that you’d then have to pass upon the 
sentencing issue? 
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THE Court: Overruled. 
Ms. Tuomas: If I thought he was guilty, I would say guilty. 


[THE StaTE]: Knowing that you would then have to decide 
what the sentence should be? 


Ms. THOMAS: Yes. 


[THE STATE]: Knowing that you would also then have to 
come back into court and do something that you’ve said you don't 
think you could do? 


Ms. Tuomas: Well, I couldn't say that I thought he was not 
guilty if I thought he was guilty. 


[THE STATE]: You understand that part of your obligation as a 
juror, is to come back in the court and announce whatever sen- 
tence recommendation you announce? 


Ms. THOMAS: Yes. 
[THE STATE]: By yourself, one at a time? 
Ms. THoMas: Yes. 


[THE STATE]: And did I understand you to say that you don't 
think that you could do that if the sentence recommendation is 
the death penalty? 


Ms. Tuomas: That’s right. 


THE Court: Is there something about having to stand there 
and affirm the sentence that bothers you, or that you’ve got to 
stand up and say something personally that bothers you, or— 


Ms. Tuomas: No. It would bother me to stand up and say this 
man has got to—I’ve got to make the decision that this man has 
got to die. 


THE CourT: Well, what will happen if the time comes if—if 
the jury recommends the death sentence, the clerk will read a 
form that—substantially as follows, that foreman of the jury has 
returned a recommendation that the sentence—defendant be 
sentenced to death. And each person on the jury would have to 
stand individually, and the clerk would say, “Your foreman has 
returned a recommendation that the defendant be sentenced to 
death. Is this your recommendation, and do you still assent 
thereto? Do you still agree to it?” You would be required to say 
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yes or no. Each of you would be required to stand there and say 
yes or no, that you agree with it or disagree. Do you understand? 


Ms. THOMAS: Yes. 


THE Court: You don’t think you could be part of that 
process? 


Ms. THomaAs: (Shakes head negatively. ) 
THE CourRT: Ma’am? 
Ms. THOMAS: No, sir. 


THE CourT: You understand that would be part of your duty 
as a juror to go through that if you served on the case? 


Ms. THOMAS: Yes. 


THE CourT: Are your feelings about that so strong, then, you 
feel it would impair your ability to be a juror in this case, know- 
ing that that would be part of the process? 


Ms. THomas: I would have a problem with saying it. 


THE CourRT: Well, we got tc know up front. Not a thing about, 
you know, I should have let them know this earlier. We need to 
know before we get into the case. 


Ms. THomas: I would have to say yes, it would. 


THE Court: That it would impair your ability to be a juror in 
this case? 


Ms. THOMAS: Yes. 


At this point, the State challenged for cause, defendant objected 
and sought to further question the juror, and the trial court overruled 
defendant’s objection. 


The standard to determine if a prospective juror may be excluded 
for cause because of her views on capital punishment was clearly laid 
out in the United States Supreme Court’s decision in Wainwright v. 
Witt, 469 U.S. 412, 83 L. Ed. 2d 841 (1985). The “standard is whether 
the juror’s views would ‘prevent or substantially impair the perform- 
ance of his duties as a juror in accordance with his instructions and 
his oath.’ ” Jd. at 424, 83 L. Ed. 2d at 851-52 (quoting Adams v. Texas, 
448 U.S. 38, 45, 65 L. Ed. 2d 581, 589 (1980)). A juror’s bias need not 
be unmistakably clear and there are situations where the trial court 
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‘is left with the definite impression that a prospective juror would 
be unable to faithfully and impartially apply the law.” Jd. at 426, 83 
L. Ed. 2d at 852. 


After a careful review of the transcript, it is clear the trial court 
and the State thoroughly questioned Thomas about her views. 
Moreover, regarding defendant’s argument concerning jurors’ indi- 
vidual ability to announce a death verdict, it appears the State and 
the trial court were merely describing the polling process for the 
jurors. Because the trial court perceived an inability on Thomas’ part 
to follow the law with regard to imposition of capital punishment, the 
trial court, in its discretion, concluded Thomas was not fit to serve on 
the jury. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 
GUILT-INNOCENCE PHASE 


[10] In another assignment of error, defendant contends the trial 
court violated defendant’s right to present evidence in his defense. 
Specifically, defendant argues the trial court erred by failing to allow 
two expert witnesses, Dr. Daphne Timmons and Dr. Nathan Strahl, to 
state the bases of their opinions. Further, defendant argues the trial 
court erred by limiting the testimony of some lay witnesses about 
defendant’s state of mind. 


In reviewing defendant’s brief, it is difficult to ascertain the exact 
trial questions defendant argues were erroneously handled. This 
Court has thus scrutinized each segment of the record purportedly 
identified by defendant in the relevant assignments of error. We find 
no error in any of the testimony presented in these portions of the 
record. Below, we address the portions of testimony to which defend- 
ant makes ample argument in his brief. 


First, defendant contends the trial court erred in handling the fol- 
lowing exchange between Dr. Timmons and defense counsel: 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Did you talk to the defendant Ted 
Prevatte about his actions and how he was feeling and what he 
was doing immediately up to the time that Cindy McIntyre was 
killed on June the first of 1993? 


[DRr. TIMMONS:] Yes. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: And relate to the court and the jury what 
Mr. Prevatte told you in regards to that. 
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(THE STATE]: Objection. 
THE COURT: Sustained. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Well, did you use what Mr. Prevatte told 
you as far as what he was thinking and what he was feeling and 
what he was doing immediately prior to the time he went over to 
Cindy McIntyre’s house on June the first of 1993 and formulate 
and evaluate and make—formulating an opinion as to his sanity 
or insanity on June the first, 1993? 


[THE STATE]: Objection. 
THE CouRT: Sustained. 


It is well settled that an expert must be allowed to testify to the 
basis of her opinion. State v. Ward, 338 N.C. 64, 105-06, 449 $.E.2d 
709, 732 (1994), cert. denied, 514 U.S. 1134, 131 L. Ed. 2d 1013 (1995). 
Nonetheless, admission of the basis of an expert’s opinion is not auto- 
matic. State v. Workman, 344 N.C. 482, 495, 476 S.E.2d 301, 308 
(1996). The trial court, in its discretion, must determine whether the 
statements in issue are reliable, especially if the statements are self- 
serving and the defendant is not available for cross-examination. Id. 
Moreover, if the statements appear unnecessary to the expert’s opin- 
ion, exclusion of the basis may be proper. State v. Baldwin, 330 N.C. 
446, 457, 412 S.E.2d 31, 38 (1992). 


In the present instance, it appears Dr. Timmons was allowed to 
testify to some of what she was told by defendant and to her review 
of defendant’s psychiatric records as well as her own psychological 
testing of defendant. Accordingly, it seems Dr. Timmons was able to 
testify to the general basis of her opinion. Moreover, defendant made 
no offer of proof concerning the questions in issue; thus, we can only 
speculate as to the witness’ potential responses to the questions in 
issue. We reject defendant’s invitation to consider the transcript from 
a prior trial in this respect because we cannot know if the witness’ 
viewpoint remained constant from the first to the second trial. 
Accordingly, we reject defendant’s argument that the trial court erred 
in handling the testimony above. 


Defendant also argues that another objection by the State was 
improperly sustained when defendant elicited testimony that defend- 
ant was taking medication and then asked Dr. Timmons about the 
impact of these drugs on a person with mental illness and whether 
the combination could affect defendant’s ability to maintain contact 
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with reality. Again, defendant made no offer of proof concerning this 
question, and this Court can only speculate to the issues that were 
involved at trial. Moreover, a few questions later, Dr. Timmons was 
allowed to testify that, on 1 June 1993, defendant was not in touch 
with reality and thus did not understand that what he was doing was 
wrong. As such, we cannot ascertain any prejudicial error here. 


Defendant further argues that Dr. Strahl, like Dr. Timmons, was 
also prevented from testifying to the basis of his opinion. For exam- 
ple, according to defendant, Dr. Strahl was limited both in talking 
about defendant’s reported sleeping and the combination of drugs he 
was taking as well as in explaining the significance defendant’s rela- 
tionship with the victim played in Dr. Strahl’s opinion. 


As to defendant’s sleeping and drugs, defendant’s attorney was 
allowed to ask Dr. Strahl about the drugs and medications that 
defendant was taking. The State’s objection to a question about 
defendant's sleeping problems was then sustained. The trial court 
heard arguments outside the jury’s presence before making a final 
ruling. Although defense counsel initially indicated an intent to ask a 
question for the record, we find no evidence that an offer of proof 
was ever actually made. Accordingly, it is difficult to tell where this 
line of questioning was aimed. 


As to defendant’s relationship with the victim, the trial court also 
sustained the State’s objection and heard arguments outside the 
jury’s presence. Defendant again made no offer of proof. Accordingly, 
as with prior issues, this Court can only speculate as to how Dr. 
Strahl’s opinion was impacted by the relationship between defend- 
ant and the victim. We refuse to enter into such speculation, and 
therefore hold that the testimony in issue was properly handled by 
the trial court. 


Finally, defendant argues the trial court erred in limiting the tes- 
timony of certain lay witnesses concerning defendant’s state of mind. 
Specifically, defendant points to the trial court sustaining objections: 
(1) to defendant's attorney asking Matthew McIntyre whether defend- 
ant was a “very polite man, was out there helping neighbors and 
things”; and (2) to defendant’s attorney asking Ralph Pegram if he 
had seen defendant “helping Jeff Burr’s mom up there cut wood” and 
“doing things for the elderly folks in the neighborhood.” Defendant 
now argues these questions were relevant to defendant's state of 
mind. Once again, there was no offer of proof from which this Court 
can glean the relevancy of these questions. Moreover, it appears 
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unlikely the observations of these lay witnesses would have substan- 
tially impacted the jury’s consideration of defendant’s sanity. 
Accordingly, even assuming error arguendo, we find no prejudice. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


[141] In another assignment of error, defendant argues that his attor- 
neys’ failure to adequately present psychological defenses consti- 
tuted ineffective assistance of counsel. Defendant cites the following 
question posed by defense counsel to Dr. Timmons: 


And based upon your examination of the defendant, the various 
records and statements about which you've testified, do you have 
an opinion satisfactory to yourself and based upon your profes- 
sional training and experience as to whether on or about June the 
first, 1993, at the time of the alleged offense of first degree mur- 
der of Cynthia McIntyre, the defendant Ted Anthony Prevatte was 
capable of premeditation and deliberation? 


(THE STATE]: Objection. 
THE CourRT: Sustained. 


Relying on a transcript from the prior trial, defendant asserts the 
witness would have said she did not believe defendant was capable 
of premeditation and deliberation. 


Defendant concedes the State’s objection was proper because 
expert witnesses generally may not testify as to whether a legal 
standard has been met. See State v. Smith, 315 N.C. 76, 100, 337 
S.E.2d 833, 849 (1985). Defendant argues his counsel failed, however, 
by not asking the permissible question of whether defendant was 
capable of formulating and carrying out plans or of forming the spe- 
cific intent to kill. 


To show ineffective assistance of counsel, defendant must prove 
(1) the performance of his counsel was deficient, and (2) defendant 
was prejudiced by this deficiency. See State v. Mason, 337 N.C. 165, 
177-78, 446 S.E.2d 58, 65 (1994); State v. McHone, 334 N.C. 627, 643, 
435 S.E.2d 296, 306 (1993), cert. denied, 511 U.S. 1046, 128 L. Ed. 2d 
220 (1994). 


In the present case, as the State aptly points out, the hypothetical 
questions that defendant argues should have been asked would have 
sought evidence to support a diminished capacity defense. As in the 
prior issue, however, we can only speculate whether the questions in 
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issue would have been answered favorably to defendant. There are 
significant differences between an insanity defense and a diminished 
capacity defense. See State v. Ingle, 336 N.C. 617, 628-30, 445 S.E.2d 
880, 885-86 (1994), cert. denied, 514 U.S. 1020, 131 L. Ed. 2d 222 
(1995). As such, there is no way for this Court to know if defendant’s 
questions would have in fact been helpful to defendant’s case. 


Assuming arguendo that the witness would have offered evi- 
dence helpful to a diminished capacity defense, it was still a matter 
of trial strategy to determine whether to offer evidence of both dimin- 
ished capacity and insanity or to focus all efforts on insanity. 
Decisions concerning which defenses to pursue are matters of trial 
strategy and are not generally second-guessed by this Court. State v. 
Lowery, 318 N.C. 54, 68, 347 S.E.2d 729, 739 (1986). Accordingly, we 
find no deficiency in the performance of defendant’s counsel. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


(12] In another assignment of error, defendant argues his rights were 
violated by the State’s attacks on Dr. Timmons and the State’s distor- 
tion of her testimony during closing argument. Among the specific 
instances defendant cites are the State calling Dr. Timmons “Mrs. 
Timmons” during cross-examination, interrupting Dr. Timmons and 
refusing to allow her to explain her answers, and repeating the same 
questions after sustained objections. Defendant argues some of the 
same tactics were used in questioning Dr. Strahl. Defendant argues 
the State also unprofessionally denigrated the experts’ testimony dur- 
ing closing arguments by asking, “What is the legal evidence in this 
case that supports the testimony of any psychiatrist that you’ve 
heard?” Defendant cites the following portion of the State’s closing 
argument concerning Dr. Timmons: 


She gave him a battery of tests. Bunch of tests. Ink blots and trees 
and stick figures. What was it she said about the stick figures? 
Showed immaturity? Maybe he just can’t draw. Did anybody think 
of that? A tree that’s got bark. Bark shows something. Leaves. 
Looks like a tree to me. 


Defendant also cites the State’s statement, “Was it fair when the 
people who came up here and testified sat here and had words put in 
their mouth by the defense?” Defendant argues these actions violated 
state law and defendant’s due process rights. 


After an extensive review of each portion of the transcript to 
which defendant assigns error, we find no instance where the trial 
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court failed to adequately control the State’s actions. A prosecutor 
has the duty to vigorously present the State’s case. See State v. Brock, 
305 N.C. 532, 538, 290 S.E.2d 566, 571 (1982). In so doing, the prose- 
cutor may cross-examine a witness concerning any relevant issue, 
including the witness’ credibility. N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 611(b) (2001). 
It is within the trial court’s sound discretion to ensure that all cross- 
examination questions are proper in scope and asked in good faith. 
State v. Bronson, 333 N.C. 67, 79-80, 423 S.E.2d 772, 779 (1992). 
During closing arguments, attorneys are given wide latitude to pursue 
their case. State v. Scott, 343 N.C. 318, 343, 471 S.E.2d 605, 623 (1996). 
It is also within the trial court’s discretion to control these arguments 
by each attorney. Jd. An appellate court normally will not review the 
exercise of the trial court’s discretion “unless the impropriety of 
counsel’s remarks is extreme and is clearly calculated to prejudice 
the jury.” State v. Huffstetler, 312 N.C. 92, 111, 822 S.E.2d 110, 122 
(1984), cert. denied, 471 U.S. 1009, 85 L. Ed. 2d 169 (1985). 


This Court takes seriously the need for counsel to perform pro- 
fessionally in pursuing their case. We refuse to permit attorneys to 
disparage or impugn the trial process with improper actions. State v. 
Sanderson, 336 N.C. 1, 442 8.E.2d 33 (1994). In the present case, how- 
ever, defendant has failed to show the trial court abused its discretion 
in handling the State’s actions at trial. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


[13] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred by allowing impermissible hearsay evidence. We consider each 
of defendant’s arguments in turn. 


First, the State was permitted to ask Betty Barber about the vic- 
tim’s husband visiting the house on the day of the murder and 
whether he said “anything to her at that time that you remember?” 
Over defendant’s objection, the witness testified, “I think he told her 
he loved her.” 


“Out-of-court statements offered for purposes other than to 
prove the truth of the matter asserted are not considered hearsay.” 
State v. Golphin, 352 N.C. 364, 440, 533 S.E.2d 168, 219 (2000), cert. 
denied, 532 U.S. 931, 149 L. Ed. 2d 305 (2001). In this instance, Mike 
MclIntyre’s statement that he loved Cindy was properly admitted for a 
purpose other than to prove its truth. See N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 801(c) 
(2001). The statement is evidence tinat Cindy believed a reconciliation 
was forthcoming and thus supports Cindy’s fear that defendant might 
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try to harm her or her family. See State v. Bishop, 346 N.C. 366, 
378-81, 488 S.E.2d 769, 775-77 (1997). Moreover, the statement sup- 
ports a conclusion defendant was motivated to kill by Cindy’s desire 
to end her relationship with defendant and reconcile with her hus- 
band. Accordingly, the trial court properly admitted the testimony in 
issue for a nonhearsay purpose. 


. [14] Defendant also assigns some significance to Barber later testi- 
fying that the relationship between Cindy McIntyre and her husband 
was “rocky” but that they “always seemed to get back together.” 
According to defendant, this testimony was given without personal 
knowledge. Defendant concedes this testimony was tested on cross- 
examination when the witness admitted she did not live with Cindy 
McIntyre and her husband and thus did not know what she meant by 
“rocky.” Accordingly, we find no prejudicial error here. 


[15] Second, defendant points to the State asking Joyce Burr, “Did 
Cindy McIntyre tell you in fact that she was attempting to reconcile 
with her husband?” Over defendant’s objection, the witness 
answered, “Yes.” This testimony was admissible under the state 
of mind exception to the general prohibition on hearsay. N.C.G.S. 
§ 8C-1, Rule 803(3) (2001). Under this exception, a statement is 
admissible if it applies to a “declarant’s then existing state of mind, 
emotion, sensation, or physical condition (such as intent, plan, 
motive, design, mental feeling, pain, and bodily health).” Jd. 


The testimony in issue was immediately preceded by testi- 
mony that Cindy McIntyre had said “that she was afraid of the defend- 
ant because he knew that she was going to try to get back with her 
husband.” The testimony in issue was an expansion on the origin of 
the victim’s fear of defendant. The statement of the victim’s intent to 
reconcile with her husband shows MclIntyre’s mental state and 
provides insight into her confrontation with defendant. Accord- 
ingly, the statement is admissible not as a recitation of facts but 
to show state of mind. See State v. King, 353 N.C. 457, 474-78, 546 
S.E.2d 575, 589-91 (2001), cert. denied, —— U.S. —, 151 L. Ed. 2d 
1002 (2002). 


[16] Defendant also argues the trial court improperly sustained an 
objection when defendant asked Ralph Pegram, “[D]id Mike McIntyre 
ask you to keep an eye on Cindy and Ted so he could use that in court 
over custody of the kids?” Although defendant made no offer of proof 
as to the question’s potential answer, we nonetheless have tried to 
review how this question elicited admissible information. We find this 
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question solicited hearsay and was improper. Accordingly, we hold 
the trial court did not err. 


Finally, defendant contends that even if the statements above 
were not hearsay, they should have been excluded because they were 
irrelevant. As we indicated, these statements had a relevant, non- 
hearsay purpose, and thus were properly admitted. 


Defendant’s assignment of error is without merit. 


[17] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred by overruling objections to the State’s argument that distorted 
the legal standard applicable to the insanity defense. While defend- 
ant’s arguments on this issue involve both jury selection and guilt- 
innocence, we elect to address the arguments here for purposes of 
consistency. We again consider defendant’s specific arguments in 
turn. 


First, during jury voir dire, defendant argues the State asked a 
jury panel, “Do you all feel that you could follow His Honor’s instruc- 
tions with regard to both defenses? But he’s first of all, not guilty at 
all, period. And that also, he is not guilty by reason of being insane at 
the time?” According to defendant, his objection was overruled. 
Defendant argues the State thus misstated the law as cumulative 
rather than alternative. 


Defendant provides no transcript reference in his brief to this 
statement and we find no assignment of error on this issue. As such, 
defendant has waived this issue. N.C. R. App. P. 10(a). Nonetheless, 
we have reviewed this issue and find such a statement would be a 
proper attempt by the State to ascertain if jurors could follow the law 
concerning defendant’s guilt as well as whether defendant was not 
guilty by reason of insanity. The trial court properly instructed the 
jury following the guilt phase. We thus find no error here. 


[18] Second, during its closing argument, the State said: 


Ted Prevatte most assuredly is not, should not be considered by 
you to be the poster boy for perfect mental health. Every expert 
that testified ... can see to the fact that Ted has some degree of 
mental health problems. 


The difference is, and the question you have to ask yourself 
is, does that mental illness rise to the level of providing an excuse 
for him kidnapping two people and murdering one of them? 
That’s what it boils down to. 
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Defendant argues that in this closing argument, the State essen- 
tially asked the jury to make a policy decision about the importance 
of the insanity rule. To the contrary, the State appears to have been 
arguing that defendant’s mental illness did not alone meet the 
requirements for legal insanity. See State v. Franks, 300 N.C. 1, 10, 
265 S.E.2d 177, 182 (1980) (evidence of mental disease or deficit 
alone does not completely establish insanity defense); State v. Potter, 
285 N.C. 238, 249-51, 204 S.E.2d 649, 657 (1974) (evidence of mental 
illness does not alone establish legal insanity). Accordingly, the State 
made a proper argument. 


Finally, defendant attributes error to the State’s argument to the 
jurors that if they found defendant insane, they should “let him go.” 
According to defendant, combined with the State’s prior argument 
concerning mental illness being an excuse, this argument implied to 
the jury that defendant would be able to freely move throughout soci- 
ety if the jury found him not guilty by reason of insanity. At the time 
of this statement, however, after defendant’s objection, the trial court 
told the jury, “Tl instruct you on the consequences at a later time.” 
Indeed, the trial court did later instruct the jury that “a defend- 
ant found not guilty by reason of insanity shall immediately be com- 
mitted to a state mental facility.” The trial court further explained 
to the jury the hearing process defendant would go through and 
the burden he would have to meet in order to be released. 
Accordingly, any alleged error was properly handled via the trial 
court’s instruction. 


This assignment of error is without merit. 


In another assignment of error, defendant argues the State’s jury 
arguments infected the trial with unfairness in that they asked the 
jury to find defendant guilty for impermissible reasons. Defendant 
cites six arguments from the State’s opening and closing arguments. 
In many of the instances cited, defendant’s appellate counsel appears 
to have taken minor comments from the State out of context in an 
attempt to create the illusion of impropriety or prejudice. 
Nonetheless, we consider each of defendant’s arguments in turn. 


As a preliminary matter, we note prosecutors have an obligation 
to be zealous advocates and are thus provided wide latitude in hotly 
contested cases like the present one. State v. McCollum, 334 N.C. 
208, 227, 433 S.E.2d 144, 154 (1998), cert. dented, 512 U.S. 1254, 129 
L. Ed. 2d 895 (1994); see also State v. Smith, 352 N.C. 531, 561, 532 
S.E.2d 773, 792 (2000), cert. denied, 532 U.S. 949, 149 L. Ed. 2d 360 
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(2001). Moreover, control of arguments is generally left to the trial 
court’s discretion, and reversal is warranted only where the remark in 
issue is extreme and clearly calculated to prejudice the jury. 
Huffstetler, 312 N.C. at 111, 322 8.E.2d at 122. We now consider each 
of defendant’s arguments. 


[19] First, the State argued the jury’s duty is to enforce the law. The 
following portion of the State’s closing argument appears relevant: 


Now, ladies and gentlemen, we call it jury duty. It’s not jury 
spend a few days off work. It’s not jury come up here and have 
fun. It’s jury duty. Because you have a job to do. Your job is not 
done. Your job is just getting ready to start. You’ve got to take 
everything that you heard back there, and you've got to decide 
what the right thing to do is. You’ve got to decide whether or not 
that man is gonna be accountable for his actions on June the first 
of 1993, to enforce the law. 


Now, it’s a common misconception that police officers 
enforce the law. They don’t enforce the law. Police officers are 
fact gatherers. Police officers take pieces of crime, be they wit- 
nesses, victims, evidence, whatever, and they gather them up. 
D.A’s office doesn’t enforce the law. D.A’s office takes all those 
pieces that the police officers bring them, investigators bring 
to them, and they put it together. And we show it to you. Judge 
doesn’t enforce the law. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
(THE STATE]: Judge is the umpire. 
THE CourT: Overruled. 


[THE STATE]: His job is to make sure that that man down there 
gets a fair trial, and that the State of North Carolina gets a fair 
trial. So who enforces the law? The answer is obvious. You all 
enforce the law. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Overruled. 


[THE STATE]: Without juries composed of citizens from the 
community, there’s no one to enforce the law. All the laws in the 
books don’t mean a thing if nobody enforces the law. All of the 
evidence collection and forensic evaluation means nothing if 
there aren’t juries to enforce the law. So it’s up to you, ladies and 
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gentlemen. Are you going to enforce the law? Are you going to 
hold him accountable? 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Overruled. 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: That’s a misstatement. 


[THE STATE]: Are you going to do your duty? Ladies and gen- 
tlemen, are you going to do your duty and rise up as one voice, 
one voice of the community? 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. Improper. 
THE CourT: Sustained. 

[THE STATE]: And tell that boy— 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 


THE Court: Wait a minute. Sustained as to any community 
argument. 


[THE STATE}: Tell this man— 


THE Court: Wait a minute. Don’t consider that, members of 
the jury. 


[THE STATE]: —that he can get away with it? 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 

[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 

THE Court: Overruled. 


|THE STATE]: Are you going to tell him that he’s unaccount- 
able, and that what he did on June the first of 1993 was wrong? 
Are you going to do your duty? Are you ready to do your duty? I 
think you are. You’ve got what you need. 


This Court has held it improper for a prosecutor to “ ‘suggest that 
the jury is effectively an arm of the State in the prosecution of the 
defendant or that the jury is the last link in the State’s chain of law 
enforcement. ” State v. Lloyd, 354 N.C. 76, 130, 552 S.E.2d 596, 632 
(2001) (quoting State v. Elliott, 344 N.C. 242, 285, 475 $.E.2d 202, 222- 
23 (1996), cert. denied, 520 U.S. 1106, 187 S.E.2d 312 (1997)). 
Prosecutors are allowed to outline the function of the various partic- 
ipants in a trial. Such an argument may properly include statements 
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concerning the vital importance of jurors to the system of justice and 
an admonition that the “buck stops here.” See State v. McNeil, 350 
N.C. 657, 687-88, 518 S.E.2d 486, 505 (1999), cert. denied, 529 U.S. 
1024, 146 L. Ed. 2d 321 (2000). 


In the present case, it appears the State used its argument to clear 
up any jury confusion about the responsibilities of the police, the 
prosecutors, the judge, and the jury. The State ultimately sought to 
ensure the jury understood that its proper role included holding 
defendant accountable. Accordingly, the State’s argument remained 
in line with this Court’s precedent. 


[20] Second, defendant cites as error the State’s opening and closing 
argument where the State said that if the jury found defendant guilty, 
it would learn more during sentencing. We hold that the State’s argu- 
ment merely reemphasized what the jury already knew, namely, that 
if defendant was found guilty, additional evidence would be submit- 
ted on the question of defendant’s sentence. This procedural issue 
had been fully explained to the jury during jury selection, and it was 
not error for the State to refer to this fact during argument. 


[21] Third, defendant contends the State’s opening argument 
included a request that the jurors consider the victim as a relative and 
put themselves in the victim’s shoes. The following portion of the 
State’s opening argument appears relevant: 


[THE STATE]: You will come to know a little bit more about 
Cindy through evidence presented by the State. You will come to 
know that in fact, she had two children. She worked at 
Wadesboro Manufacturing. She—I believe you will find after lis- 
tening to all the evidence, will see that she is not very different 
from all of us. She could very well be a wife of some of you, a 
daughter to some of you— 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
[THE STATE]: —a sister of some of you. 
THE COURT: Sustained. 


(THE STATE]: And that like many folks, she had some imper- 
fections. Some of those will be that she had some uncertainties 
within her own life about her marriage to Michael. That on June 
first of 1993, she had resolved those uncertainties. She and 
Michael McIntyre, her husband of 14 years, had decided to pull 
family back together. She had decided to end the relationship that 
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she had been involved with the defendant in. Exercising her own 
free will and her right to choose is what she did, the evidence will 
tend to show. 


Arguments that ask the jurors to place themselves in the victim’s 
shoes are improper. McCollum, 334 N.C. at 224, 433 S.E.2d at 152. In 
the present case, however, it appears the State was simply providing 
some background on the victim. The State’s comment that Cindy 
could be related to a member of the jury appears to have been an 
effort to show Cindy was a typical community member. There is no 
indication the State was urging the jurors to put themselves in Cindy’s 
shoes. As such, the State’s argument was proper. 


[22] Fourth, defendant argues the State improperly referred, during 
opening and closing arguments, to the lack of consequences defend- 
ant had suffered in the six years since the crimes were committed. 
Defendant argues such consequences are irrelevant to defendant’s 
guilt. Defendant further argues the State improperly ignored the trial 
court sustaining defendant’s objections to this line of argument. 


When the State’s opening and closing arguments are read in their 
totality, it is clear the State was suggesting defendant acted in a 
planned way and made numerous decisions in the process of the 
killing. When the State briefly remarked during opening statements 
about the six-year time period, the trial court immediately admon- 
ished the State to stick to the evidence. Moreover, in our review of 
the State’s opening and closing arguments, we find no instance where 
the State referred to the consequences to defendant as being relevant 
to the jury’s determination of guilt. Accordingly, we hold that the trial 
court properly handled the portions of argument in issue. 


Fifth, defendant argues the State contradicted the evidence and 
argued facts not in evidence. Defendant cites several examples, and 
we consider each individually. 


[23] Defendant first points to the State’s comment that “[t]here 
wasn't one witness for the defendant that could speak to you and 
look you in the eye and tell you the person that used this rope and 
this knot was having a psychotic episode or having some type of out- 
of-body experience.” Here, the State was asserting that no witness 
could testify as a fact that defendant was having a psychotic episode 
at the time of the murder. Despite the existence of conflicting expert 
opinion on the issue, the State was properly pointing out that there 
was no definitive evidence to prove an episode took place. 
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[24] Defendant also contends the State tried to impeach the insanity 
defense with the idea that defendant had taken mental tests several 
times and knew how to manipulate them. According to defendant, 
there was no evidence of this in the record. Defendant cites the fol- 
lowing portion of the State’s argument: 


Ladies and gentlemen, I pose this question to you. In those 17 
and a half years that he was down there being evaluated by those 
Georgia doctors, how many times do you think he’s taken those 
tests? The man knows the game. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 


[THE STATE]: He knows how to accomplish what he wants. 


THE Court: Overruled. 


[THE STATE]: He knows how to portray himself in whatever 
light helps him out. 17 and a half years of practice makes perfect, 
ladies and gentlemen. 


Considering the broad evidence of defendant’s mental problems 
and the evaluations and treatment he received for these problems, it 
was proper for the State to argue that defendant had some expertise 
portraying his psychological makeup in a favorable manner. Further, 
the trial court instructed the jurors that if their recollection of the evi- 
dence differed from that presented by the attorneys in argument, the 
jurors should disregard what the attorneys said and rely solely on 
their own independent recollection. 


[25] Defendant additionally argues there was no support in the 
record for the State’s argument that its own expert, Dr. Robert 
Rollins, had gathered information from other people in formulating 
his opinion. It is helpful to consider this argument in context: 


[THE STATE]: .. . Well, Doctor Rollins told you he had other 
stuff, information gathered by his assistant Mr. Meachum. 
Evidence from people who were out there. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. Not evidence. 


(THE STATE]: Evidence from officers. Evidence from the 
D.A.’s office. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
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THE COURT: Well, sustained as to people who were out there. 
Overruled as to the remaining. 


(THE STATE]: He didn’t just talk to the defendant. He talked to 
people, contrary to what they assert. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. That’s not the testimony. 
[THE STATE]: And I'll tell you what, ladies and gentlemen— 
THE CourT: Overruled. 


[THE STATE]: —you think about it, and you decide what you 
remember him saying. 


After our review, we conclude the State did not proceed with this 
line of argument after defendant’s objection. Rather, the State asked 
the jury to consider this issue based on its own recollection of testi- 
mony from the trial. This is in line with the instruction the trial court 
properly gave the jurors to base their deliberations on their own 
memory of testimony rather than the attorneys’ arguments. 


Accordingly, we find the trial court properly handled the issues 
raised by defendant. Moreover, the trial court’s instructions cured 
any potential error. 


{26] Finally, defendant argues the State improperly urged the jury to 
contrast the court’s fair treatment of defendant to defendant’s treat- 
ment of the victim. Defendant also contends the State impugned the 
integrity of defense counsel and defendant’s witnesses by asking the 
jury if it was “fair when the people who came up here and testified sat 
here and had words put in their mouth by the defense?” According to 
defendant, this argument was irrelevant and inflammatory and penal- 
ized defendant’s exercise of his due process right to a fair trial. 


The State’s remarks concerning the fairness defendant showed 
the victim are well within the parameters created by this Court. See 
McNeil, 350 N.C. at 688-89, 518 S.E.2d at 505 (“[t]his Court has repeat- 
edly held it is not improper to argue that defendant, as judge, jury, 
and executioner, single-handedly decided the victim’s fate.”); Elliott, 
344 N.C. at 275-76, 475 S.E.2d at 217 (prosecutor’s request that jury 
give victim a fair trial “amounted to nothing more than a request that 
the State be given equal consideration.”). Similarly, the State’s remark 
concerning defense counsel putting words in the mouths of witnesses 
was proper. The State had a right to respond to defendant’s attacking 
closing argument. See State v. Trull, 349 N.C. 428, 453, 509 S.E.2d 178, 
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194 (1998), cert. denied, 528 U.S. 835, 145 L. Ed. 2d 80 (1999). 
Moreover, the State’s argument was not abusive or ongoing. Rather, 
our review of the record indicates the State’s comment was isolated 
and did not deprive defendant of his right to a fair trial. See State v. 
Bowman, 349 N.C. 459, 473-74, 509 S.E.2d 428, 487 (1998), cert. 
denied, 527 U.S. 1040, 144 L. Ed. 2d 802 (1999). 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


[27] In another assignment of error, defendant contends the trial 
court erred in its jury instructions on insanity. The trial court 
instructed the jury in a manner virtually identical to our state’s 
pattern jury instructions: 


[S]ince sanity and soundness of mind is the natural and normal 
condition of people, everyone is presumed to be sane until the 
contrary is made to appear. This means that the defendant has 
the burden of proof on the issue of insanity. However, unlike the 
State, which must prove all the other elements of the crime 
beyond a reasonable doubt, the defendant need only prove his 
insanity to your satisfaction. That is, the evidence taken as a 
whole must satisfy you not beyond a reasonable doubt, but sim- 
ply to your satisfaction that the defendant was insane at the time 
of the alleged offense. 


See N.C.P.1.—Crim. 304.10 (1992). 


Defendant contends this instruction was ambiguous because a 
defendant has the burden of proving insanity by a preponderance of 
the evidence. Because the trial court used the term “prove his in- 
sanity to your satisfaction,” defendant contends the trial court 
failed to adequately and clearly instruct the jury on the proper 
burden of proof. 


In State v. Weeks, we considered an instruction almost identical 
to the one given in the present case. 322 N.C. 152, 175, 367 S.E.2d 895, 
908-09 (1988). In Weeks, we determined the trial court’s refusal to 
define “satisfaction” did not leave unbridled discretion in the jury as 
to defendant’s burden of proof. Jd. Similarly, in the present case, we 
hold “the jury was properly instructed on the standard of proof 
needed by defendant to prove his insanity.” Id. at 175, 367 S.E.2d 
at 909. 


Moreover, we find no merit in defendant’s suggestion that the 
jury may have been confused by the interchangeable use of the terms 
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“satisfied,” “convinced,” and “proof beyond a reasonable doubt.” 
Based on our review of the record, we conclude defendant is attempt- 
ing to create the appearance of impropriety by stringing together 
comments from the State and the trial court which occurred at 
unconnected times during the trial. The trial court fully instructed the 
jury on which standard to use and specifically told the jury not to use 
the “beyond a reasonable doubt” standard in considering whether 
defendant was insane. See State v. Ward, 301 N.C. 469, 473-74, 272 
S.E.2d 84, 87 (1980). In short, there was no risk that the jury applied 
an improper standard to its insanity deliberations. 


This assignment of error is without merit. 


[28] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
committed plain error by failing to intervene ex mero motu to pre- 
vent the State from commenting on defendant’s exercise of his right 
to remain silent. Defendant cites two comments by the State. First, 
the State said, “There wasn’t one witness for the defendant that could 
speak to you and look you in the eye and tell you the person that used 
this rope and this knot was having a psychotic episode or having 
some type of out-of-body experience.” Second, the State said, 
“{T]here’s not been a consequence for that man that sits over 
there who won’t even look you folks in the eye. . .. And hasn’t 
the entire trial.” 


Criminal defendants have a constitutional right not to testify and 
it is improper for prosecutors to comment on a defendant’s exercise 
of this right. State v. Mitchell, 353 N.C. 309, 326, 543 S.E.2d 830, 840, 
cert. denied, —— U.S. —, 151 L. Ed. 2d 389 (2001). However, if a 
prosecutor's comment on a defendant’s failure to testify was not 
extended or was a “slightly veiled, indirect comment on [a] defend- 
ant’s failure to testify,” there was no prejudicial violation of the 
defendant's rights. /d. at 326, 543 S.E.2d at 841; see also State v. 
Rouse, 339 N.C. 59, 96, 451 S.E.2d 548, 5638 (1994), cert. denied, 516 
U.S. 832, 133 L. Ed. 2d 60 (1995). Further, comments on a defendant’s 
courtroom demeanor are not necessarily comments on a defendant’s 
silence. State v. Barrett, 343 N.C. 164, 177-78, 469 S.E.2d 888, 895-96, 
cert. denied, 519 U.S. 953, 186 L. Ed. 2d 259 (1996). 


In the present case, the State’s argument that no witness could 
testify that defendant was having a psychotic episode was merely a 
comment on the witnesses who had testified. The State was arguing 
that no defense witness could testify concerning defendant’s mental 
state at the time of the killing. Because we find no direct reference in 
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this comment to defendant’s silence, we hold the trial court did not 
err by failing to intervene ex mero motu. 


Similarly, as to the State’s comment on defendant’s failure to look 
into the jurors’ eyes, we conclude this was merely a brief reference to 
defendant’s courtroom demeanor. This comment cannot reasonably 
be read in a manner that implicates the defendant’s right not to tes- 
tify. As such, the trial court did not err in handling this portion of the 
State’s argument. 


This assignment of error is without merit. 


[29] In another assignment of error, defendant contends the trial 
court erred by overruling objections and denying his motion to strike 
testimony by a State’s witness informing the jurors about a prejudi- 
cial, irrelevant statement that defendant allegedly made. Defendant’s 
argument pertains to the following portion of Joyce Burr's testimony: 


Q Mrs. Burr, tell the members of the jury what the defendant told 
you or told you and your husband the day before Cindy’s death. 


{DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE COURT: Overruled. 


A He said that if he could kill the bitch and get away with it, he 
would. But he wasn’t, because his mother paid too much money 
to get him out of prison in Georgia. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Move to strike. 
THE COURT: Overruled. 


Q Now, Mrs. Burr, did he tell you who that—did he tell you who 
the person was that he was referring to as bitch? 


A Cindy. 


According to defendant, this testimony was improperly and prej- 
udicially admitted as proof of his other crimes. Additionally, defend- 
ant argues the prejudice from the testimony was enhanced when the 
State later repeated the statement and called attention to it during 
argument. 


Prior to the admission of the testimony in issue, the trial court 
held a hearing. Defendant objected to the part of the statement 
revealing that his mother paid money to get him out of prison. The 
trial court ruled the testimony was relevant and admissible pursuant 
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to North Carolina Rule of Evidence 403. We conclude this ruling was 
not an abuse of the trial court’s discretion. 


Only relevant evidence is admissible. N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 402 
(2001). Relevant evidence is “evidence having any tendency to make 
the existence of any fact that is of consequence to the determination 
of the action more probable or less probable than it would be without 
the evidence.” N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 401 (2001). In criminal cases, 
Rule 401 should be broadly construed so that all evidence which may 
shed any light on the alleged crime is admitted. State v. Cagle, 346 
N.C. 497, 506, 488 S.E.2d 535, 542, cert. denied, 522 U.S. 1032, 189 | 
L. Ed. 2d 614 (1997). Nonetheless, a trial court should exclude rele- 
vant evidence “if its probative value is substantially outweighed by 
the danger of unfair prejudice.” N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 403 (2001). A 
trial court’s ruling on such an issue will be disturbed on appeal only 
if the trial court’s decision was so arbitrary that it could not have been 
based on reason. Cagle, 346 N.C. at 506-07, 488 S.E.2d at 542. 


In analyzing the statement in issue here, we find considerable 
probative value in both parts of the statement. The first part of the 
statement, in which defendant said he could kill the victim, showed 
that defendant had the motivation to kill the victim. It also revealed 
that defendant had thought about killing the victim for some time 
before the murder occurred. The second part of the statement, in 
which defendant said his mother paid to get him out of prison, 
allowed the jury valuable insight concerning defendant's thinking and 
evaluation prior to the murder. Hearing both parts of the statement 
gave the jury the opportunity to see how defendant was deliberating 
over whether to kill the victim. Because defendant’s mental state was 
an issue at trial, this information was extremely relevant and proba- 
tive to the jury’s deliberations. 


We also must consider the danger of unfair prejudice to defend- 
ant via the admission of the testimony. The testimony did not reveal 
why defendant had been in prison or why his mother paid for his 
release. Further, our review of the record reveals defendant, in ques- 
tioning his own witnesses as well as in closing arguments, disclosed 
that he had spent time in prison. Accordingly, we find any prejudice 
from the admission of the testimony in issue was not significant 
enough to warrant the testimony’s suppression. Moreover, because 
we hold the testimony was properly admitted, we also hold the State’s 
references to the testimony were proper. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 
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[30] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial 
court’s instructions unconstitutionally relieved the State of its 
burden of proving all elements of the kidnapping crimes and the 
evidence was insufficient to suppert kidnapping as charged in the 
indictments. 


The indictment for the kidnapping of Matthew MclIntyre al- 
leged defendant confined, restrained, or removed Matthew from one 
place to another “for the purpose of facilitating the commission of a 
felony, First Degree Murder.” The indictment for the kidnapping 
of Cindy McIntyre alleged defendant confined, restrained, or 
removed her from one place to another “for the purpose of facilitat- 
ing the commission of a felony, First Degree Murder, and terror- 
izing” the victim. 


The trial court’s instructions on the kidnappings required the 
State to show inter alia, that defendant “confined or restrained or 
removed [the victims] for the purpose of facilitating {[defendant’s] 
commission for murder” of Cindy McIntyre. The jury returned a ver- 
dict finding defendant guilty of first-degree kidnapping, but did not 
specify which purpose or purposes contained in the indictment 
formed the basis for the verdict. 


Defendant argues his constitutional rights were violated because 
the trial court instructed the jury that it must find the kidnapping was 
for the purpose of “murder” instead of “first degree murder,” as spec- 
ified in the indictment, and because the trial court failed to instruct 
the jury that it must find defendant was “terrorizing” Cindy McIntyre 
as the indictment alleged. N.C.G.S. § 14-39(a) provides that a defend- 
ant is guilty of kidnapping if he 


shall unlawfully confine, restrain, or remove from one place to 
another... if such confinement, restraint or removal is for the 
purpose of: 


(1) Holding such other person for a ransom or as a hostage 
or using such other person as a shield; or 


(2) Facilitating the commission of any felony or facilitating 
flight of any person following the commission of a felony; 
or 


(3) Doing serious bodily harm to or terrorizing the person 
so confined, restrained or removed or any other person; 
or 
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(4) Holding such other person in involuntary servitude in 
violation of G.S. 14-48.2. 


N.C.G.S. § 14-39(a) (2001) (emphasis added). 


This Court has held that language in an indictment following the 
words “committing a felony” is “mere harmless surplusage and may 
properly be disregarded in passing upon its validity.” State v. 
Freeman, 314 N.C. 482, 435-36, 333 S.E.2d 743, 745-46 (1985). 
Similarly, we hold the trial court’s instructions here were adequate 
and valid. The omission of “first degree” to modify “murder” was nei- 
ther error nor prejudicial. 


Defendant’s contention that the trial court erred in failing to 
instruct the jury that it must find defendant was terrorizing Cindy 
McIntyre is also without merit. A kidnapping indictment 


must allege the purpose or purposes upon which the State 
intends to rely, and the State is restricted at trial to proving the 
purposes alleged in the indictment. Although the indictment may 
allege more than one purpose for the kidnapping, the State has to 
prove only one of the alleged purposes in order to sustain a con- 
viction of kidnapping. 


State v. Moore, 315 N.C. 738, 743, 340 S.E.2d 401, 404 (1986) (citations 
omitted). While the indictment for the kidnapping of Cindy McIntyre 
listed “terrorizing” as one of the purposes, it was not necessary for 
the trial court to include terrorizing in its instructions. The trial court 
thus did not err in its instructions. 


[31] Defendant further argues the kidnappings were an inherent and 
integral part of Cindy McIntyre’s murder and therefore the conviction 
for her kidnapping cannot stand. This argument is also without merit. 
We have held that “a person cannot be convicted of kidnapping when 
the only evidence of restraint is that ‘which is an inherent, inevitable 
feature’ of another felony,” but evidence of actions constituting addi- 
tional restraint can support such a conviction. State v. Beatty, 347 
N.C. 555, 559, 495 S.E.2d 367, 369 (1998) (quoting State v. Fulcher, 
294 N.C. 508, 523, 243 S.E.2d 338, 351 (1978)). The additional restraint 
may consist of actions that increase the victim’s helplessness and vul- 
nerability. See id. at 559, 495 S.E.2d at 369-70. In the present case, the 
binding and beating of Cindy McIntyre and the restraint of Matthew 
Mcintyre were not essential actions necessary to restrain Cindy in 
order to murder her, but were additional actions that increased her 
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helplessness and vulnerability. Accordingly, defendant’s assignment 
of error is overruled. 


[32] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred by failing to declare a mistrial when the State introduced evi- 
dence that defendant escaped from prison while serving time for a 
prior murder in Georgia. Defendant also argues it was error for the 
trial court to fail to declare a mistrial when the State introduced evi- 
dence about defendant pulling the trigger in the Georgia murder. 
However, defendant points to no specific transcript reference and 
makes no specific argument about this alleged error. We there- 
fore only examine the contention regarding the evidence of the 
escape. The following exchange took place during the State’s cross- 
examination of defense expert witness Dr. Strahl: 


Q ... [IJn your review of the Georgia Department of Corrections 
records, were you aware that [defendant] had escaped while he 
was serving time down there in Georgia? 


{DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Overruled. 

Q Were you aware? 

A I was not aware, no. 

Q That wouldn't change your opinion, would it? 

A Interms of dangerousness to others? 

Q In terms of adjusting well to prison life, being a good inmate. 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 


THE COURT: Now, is this contained in the records that were 
introduced? 


[THe State]: Weren’t introduced, Your Honor. I’m asking if 
he’s aware of it. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: No, sir. 


THE Court: Well, sustained. Don’t consider the question, 
members of the jury, about anv prior escape. Can all of you dis- 
regard that? 


(Jurors nod their head[s] affirmatively.) 


The decision to grant a motion for a mistrial is within the discre- 
tion of the trial court. State v. McCarver, 341 N.C. 364, 383, 462 S.E.2d 
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25, 36 (1995), cert. denied, 517 U.S. 1110, 1384 L. Ed. 2d 482 (1996). A 
mistrial should be declared only if there are serious improprieties 
making it impossible to reach a fair, impartial verdict. Id. at 383, 462 
S.E.2d at 35-36. “Jurors are presumed to follow a trial court's instruc- 
tions.” Id. at 384, 462 S.E.2d at 36. 


Here, the trial court sustained defendant’s objection and 
instructed the jury to disregard the reference to the escape. Because 
we assume the jury followed this instruction and defendant seemed 
satisfied at the time with the instruction and did not request a mis- 
trial, the trial court did not err by failing to declare a mistrial ex mero 
motu. Accordingly, this assignment of error is overruled. 


[33] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred by incorrectly instructing the jury not to consider defendant’s 
special issue of legal insanity unless the jury first found defendant 
was not guilty. Consistent with our state’s pattern jury instructions, 
the trial court instructed the jury as follows: 


Now, if you find the defendant not guilty for any reason, you 
will return a verdict of not guilty, and will so indicate on each of 
the forms. But you will not—and you will only answer the special 
issue that I just read to you if you return a verdict of not guilty. 
Now, if you return a verdict of not guilty, you must answer the 
special issue which asks whether you found the defendant not 
guilty because you were satisfied that he was insane. If you found 
the defendant not guilty because you were satisfied that he was 
insane, answer yes. If you were not so satisfied, answer no. 


See N.C.P.1.—Crim. 304.10 (1992). Defendant argues this instruction 
was reasonably likely to mislead the jury to believe that before it 
could consider defendant’s special issue of legal insanity, the jury was 
required to find defendant not guilty. 


Defendant’s argument is without merit. Prior to the above refer- 
enced instruction, the trial court had instructed the jury that 


when there’s evidence which tends to show that the defendant 
was legally insane at the time of the alleged offense, you will con- 
sider this evidence only if you find that the State has proved 
beyond a reasonable doubt each of the things about which I’ve 
instructed you. Even if the State does prove each of these things 
beyond a reasonable doubt, the defendant would nevertheless be 
not guilty if he was legally insane at the time of the alleged 
offense. 
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See N.C.P.I.—Crim. 304.10 (1992). The trial court fully instructed the 
jury that it was to consider the insanity defense only if it found the 
State had proved its case beyond a reasonable doubt. Taken in con- 
text with the trial court’s instructions on the insanity defense, there 
was no error. 


This assignment of error is without merit. 
SENTENCING PROCEEDING 


[34] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial 
court erred by allowing the State to arbitrarily decline to present evi- 
dence of the aggravating circumstance that defendant had previously 
been convicted of another capital offense which is the statutory 
aggravating circumstance set out in N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(2), which 
refers in pertinent part to an aggravating circumstance where “[t]he 
defendant had been previously convicted of another capital felony.” 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(2) (2001). 


N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(8) refers in pertinent part to an ag- 
gravating circumstance in which “[t]he defendant had been previ- 
ously convicted of a felony involving the use or threat of violence to 
the person.” 


Defendant was found guilty of murder in 1974 in Georgia. In the 
present case, the State did not pursue a prior capital felony aggravat- 
ing circumstance under N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(2) but instead pro- 
ceeded as though the offense was a prior violent felony under 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3). The prosecutor said, “We’ve been thinking 
of doing this since last spring just as a way of simplifying [issues 
regarding the constitutionality of the Georgia statute under which 
defendant was sentenced].” 


Defendant relies on this Court's decision in State v. Case where 
we held that if an aggravating circumstance could be supported by 
the evidence, the State must submit it. 330 N.C. 161, 163, 410 S.E.2d 
57, 58 (1991). In Case, this Court held: 


It was error for the State to agree not to submit aggravating 
circumstances which could be supported by the evidence... . If 
our law permitted the district attorney to exercise discretion as 
to when an aggravating circumstance supported by the evidence 
would or would not be submitted, our death penalty scheme 
would be arbitrary and, therefore, unconstitutional. Where there 
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is no evidence of an aggravating circumstance, the prosecutor 
may so announce, but this announcement must be based upon a 
genuine lack of evidence of any aggravating circumstance. 


Id. at 163, 410 S.E.2d at 58. 


The facts of the present case are clearly distinguishable from 
Case. Here, the State requested a statutory aggravating circumstance 
based on the evidence of the prior murder in Georgia. The (e)(3) cir- 
cumstance was requested and submitted in lieu of the (e)(2) circum- 
stance. The integrity of the capital sentencing scheme, which was at 
issue in Case, is not at issue here. Whether it was styled as a capital 
felony or as a violent felony, the fact that defendant had been con- 
victed previously of murder was submitted to the jury for its consid- 
eration. Defendant’s assignment of error is without merit. 


[35] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred by instructing the jury about a sentencing option not authorized 
by statute. In June 1993, when defendant committed the murder, the 
maximum sentence for first-degree murder was either death or life 
imprisonment with the possibility of parole. N.C.G.S. § 15A-1371(al) 
(Cum. Supp. 1993) (amended 1993, effective 1995). The trial court 
instructed the jury only that if it found defendant guilty of first-degree 
murder, it would have to choose between life imprisonment without 
parole and the death penalty. Defendant did not object to and in fact 
invited the trial court’s error by requesting the instruction on life 
imprisonment without parole. Further, defendant repeatedly urged 
the jury to recommend a sentence of life imprisonment without 
parole. Defendant now argues the jury may have been influenced to 
decide that life imprisonment without parole would be a worse pun- 
ishment than death because the jury heard defendant was mentally 
disturbed, suicidal, masochistic, unhappy and was living a tortured 
life in prison. 


“{T]his Court has consistently denied appellate review to defend- 
ants who have attempted to assign error to the granting of their own 
requests.” State v. Wilkinson, 344 N.C. 198, 213, 474 S.E.2d 375, 383 
(1996). A defendant cannot complain about a jury instruction that he 
specifically requests. /d.; State v. McPhail, 329 N.C. 636, 643, 406 
S.E.2d 591, 596 (1991). 


Defendant specifically requested and was granted an instruction 
on life imprisonment without parole. This was invited error, and thus 
defendant's argument is misplaced. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 257 


STATE v. PREVATTE 
[356 N.C. 178 (2002)] 


Further, the prohibition against ex post facto laws was not vio- 
lated as defendant claims. Here, defendant was sentenced to the max- 
imum punishment of death, which was provided by law at the time of 
the murder. Accordingly, defendant has no ex post facto claim. This 
assignment of error is overruled. 


[386] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred by failing to specify and define the alleged crime of violence in 
the statutory aggravating circurnstance submitted pursuant to 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11). Defendant argues this makes the aggra- 
vating circumstance vague and overbroad in violation of the Eighth 
Amendment. Further, because the trial court did not instruct the jury 
on which crime constituted the course of conduct, defendant now 
argues it is possible that the jury relied on kidnapping to find the 
(e)(11) circumstance. 


During the jury charge, the trial court instructed the jury as 
follows: 


And finally, number four, was this murder part of a course of 
conduct in which the defendant engaged, and did that course of 
conduct include the commission by the defendant of other crimes 
of violence against another person. Now, a murder is part of such 
a course of conduct if you find from the evidence beyond a rea- 
sonable doubt that in addition to killing the victim, the defendant, 
on or about the alleged date, was engaged in a course of conduct 
which involved the commission of another crime of violence 
against another person, and that this other crime was included in 
the same course of conduct in which the killing of the victim was 
also a part, you would find this aggravating circumstance and 
would so indicate by having your foreperson write yes in the 
space provided. If you do not so find or have a reasonable doubt 
as to one or more of these things, you will not find this aggra- 
vating circumstance, and will so indicate by having your fore- 
person write no in that space. 


See N.C.P.I1.—Crim. 150.10 (1993). 


At the charge conference, during the discussion of the (e)(11) 
aggravating circumstance, the following exchange took place: 


THE Court: Was this murder part of the course of conduct in 
which the defendant engaged, and did that course of conduct 
include the commission by the defendant of a crime of violence 
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against another person. Or would you rather it read “other crimes 
of violence.” 


[THE STATE]: Other crimes of violence, Your Honor. 
THE CouRT: OkKay. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Note our objection to that and point out 
that [defendant has] already been convicted of kidnapping, and 
that’s the only other crime against the other persons, kidnapping 
of Matthew and kidnapping of Cynthia. And I think that’s allow- 
ing the use of double of—you know, twice, using it twice. 


THE Court: Okay. Well, assault. He assaulted him with a 
firearm, though, so, and that’s for the jury to say and determine, I 
think. I think the evidence supports it. 


Defendant argues that the trial court promised to submit a theory of 
assault to constitute the other violent crime in the course of conduct. 
- Because the trial court did not submit such a theory, defendant 
argues the error is preserved for this Court’s review on the merits. 


After reviewing the transcript, we conclude the trial court never 
promised to specify a crime to constitute the course of conduct. 
Further, defendant did not object to the trial court’s jury instruction. 
We therefore review this issue under a plain error standard, under 
which reversal is justified when the claimed error is so basic, preju- 
dicial, and lacking in its elements that justice was not done. State v. 
Odom, 307 N.C. 655, 660, 300 S.E.2d 375, 378 (1983). 


We have held that the term “course of conduct” is not “uncon- 
stitutionally vague or without definition.” State v. Willzams, 305 
N.C. 656, 685, 292 S.E.2d 243, 260-61, cert. denied, 459 U.S. 1056, 74 
L. Ed. 2d 622 (1982). The trial court here used an instruction that was 
virtually identical to a pattern jury instruction. N.C.P.I. Crim.—150.10 
(1993). 


The trial court’s instruction on the (e)(11) aggravating circum- 
stance was sufficient. Defendant gives no authority showing the trial 
court must specify the crime or crimes to support the (e)(11) aggra- 
vating circumstance, and this Court has approved the type of instruc- 
tion used by the trial court here. 


Further, there was no possibility here of double-counting. The 
trial court instructed the jury it could find the (e)(5) aggravating 
circumstance that defendant committed the murder while engaged 
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in the commission of kidnapping if it found that while killing the 

victim, 
the defendant was confining or restraining or removing Cindy 
McIntyre from one person—place to another without her con- 
sent, and that this was for the purpose of facilitating his commis- 
sion of murder, or for the purpose of terrorizing her, and that this 
confinement or restraint or removal was a separate complete act, 
independent of and apart from the murder.... 


Later, the trial court instructed the jury that it could find the (e)(11) 
aggravating circumstance if it found defendant was in a course of 
conduct involving another crime of violence against another person. 
Thus, the (e)(5) aggravating circumstance was limited to the kidnap- 
ping of the victim while the (e)(11) aggravating circumstance was 
limited to the kidnapping and assault of the victim’s son. Accordingly, 
defendant’s assignment of error is overruled. 


{37] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred by incorrectly instructing the jury that a single crime of vio- 
lence could support the (e)(11) aggravating circumstance. Defendant 
argues that the (e)(11) language demonstrates clear legislative intent 
to limit the aggravating circumstance to cases where the jury finds 
there is no reasonable doubt that the defendant committed multiple 
crimes of violence during the course of conduct. 


As discussed above, the trial court instructed the jury on the 
(e)(11) aggravating circumstance in a manner virtually identical to 
our state’s pattern jury instructions. See N.C.PI.—Crim. 150.10 
(1993). The following portion of the instruction appears relevant: 


Now, a murder is part of such a course of conduct if you find from 
the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt that in addition to killing 
the victim, the defendant, on or about the alleged date, was 
engaged in a course of conduct which involved the commission 
of another crime of violence against another person, and that this 
other crime was included in the same course of conduct in which 
the killing of the victim was also a part, you would find this aggra- 
vating circumstance and would so indicate by having your 
foreperson write yes in the space provided. 


Defendant’s argument is without merit. This Court has approved 
of this instruction in other cases. State v. Garner, 340 N.C. 573, 
594-95, 459 S.E.2d 718, 729-30 (1995), cert. denied, 516 U.S. 1129, 133 
L. Ed. 2d 872 (1996); State v. Hill, 331 N.C. 387, 418-19, 417 S.E.2d 
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765, 780-81 (1992), cert. denied, 507 U.S. 924, 122 L. Ed. 2d 684 (1993). 
In Hill, the trial court instructed the jury as follows: 


If you find from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt that, 
in addition to killing the victim, the defendant on or about the 
alleged date was engaged in a course of conduct which involved 
the commission of another crime of violence against another per- 
son and that these other crimes [Sic] were included in the same 
course of conduct in which the killing of the victim was also a 
part, you would find this aggravating circumstance. 


Hill, 331 N.C. at 418, 417 S.E.2d at 781 (emphasis added). 


The instruction given by the trial court in Hill was substantially 
the same as that given in the present case. In Hill, this Court explic- 
itly approved of the trial court’s instruction, holding that “the terms 
‘crime’ and ‘person’ in their singular forms in the challenged instruc- 
tion... tended, in light of the evidence in the present case, to indi- 
cate that the jury could... consider only the defendant’s attempt to 
kill Mrs. Hill [a victim other than the victim of the murder for which 
the defendant was being tried] on 10 January 1990 and not other 
events.” Jd. at 418-19, 417 S.E.2d at 781. A trial court may properly 
instruct the jury on (e)(11) by limiting the jury’s consideration to the 
conduct involved in one other crime. Jd. at 419, 417 S.E.2d at 781. 


Further, we have held that evidence of one other crime is suffi- 
cient to submit the (e)(11) aggravating circumstance. State v. Rogers, 
316 N.C. 2038, 234, 341 S.E.2d 713, 731 (1986), overruled on other 
grounds by State v. Gaines, 345 N.C. 647, 483 S.E.2d 396, cert. 
denied, 522 U.S. 900, 1389 L. Ed. 2d 177 (1997), and by State v. 
Vandiver, 321 N.C. 570, 364 S.E.2d 373 (1988). In Rogers, there was 
evidence that after killing one victim, the defendant fired his weapon 
at another man intending to kill him. Jd. This Court held that “[t]he 
jury, by returning guilty verdicts, found beyond a reasonable doubt 
that [the defendant murdered one man and assaulted another man 
and] that the trial court properly submitted this [(e)(11)] aggravating 
circumstance to the jury for its consideration.” Id. 


In the present case, there was substantial evidence that defend- 
ant committed two violent crimes against Matthew McIntyre. While 
accosting Cindy McIntyre, defendant assaulted Matthew McIntyre by 
pointing a gun at his head and kidnapped Matthew by forcing him 
into a small bathroom and locking the door so he could not get out. 
The jury may have used either or both of these crimes against 
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Matthew to support the (e)(11) aggravating circumstance. This 
assignment of error is overruled. 


[38] In another assignment of error, defendant argues that the trial 
court erred by submitting the aggravating circumstance that the mur- 
der was especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel pursuant to N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(9) without sufficient evidence in the record. At the 
charge conference, defense counsel argued the case did not involve 
prolonged physical or psychological torture, but the trial court dis- 
agreed. In deciding whether to submit the (e)(9) aggravating circum- 
stance, “the evidence must be considered in the light most favorable 
to the State, and the State is entitled to every reasonable inference to 
be drawn therefrom.” State v. Hamlet, 312 N.C. 162, 175, 321 S.E.2d 
837, 846 (1984). To find this aggravating circumstance, the murder 
must be especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel. State v. Stanley, 310 
N.C. 332, 336-37, 312 S.E.2d 393, 396 (1984). The (e)(9) aggravating 
circumstance can be submitted when the killing is agonizing or dehu- 
manizing to the victim; when the killing is conscienceless, pitiless, or 
unnecessarily torturous to the victim; or when the murder shows the 
defendant’s mind was unusually depraved, beyond the depravity nor- 
mally present in first-degree murder. Gibbs, 335 N.C. at 61-62, 436 
S.E.2d at 356. 


We hold that the evidence in this case justified the submission of 
the (e)(9) aggravating circumstance. The jury could have found this 
murder to be particularly heinous, atrocious, and cruel because much 
evidence showed the murder was pitiless and unnecessarily tortuous 
and that it dehumanized the victim. Defendant attacked the victim in 
the presence of the victim’s ten-yeai-old son. Defendant then psycho- 
logically tortured the victim by threatening her son and locking him 
in a bathroom. The victim did not know if defendant would kill her 
son as well. Defendant bound the victim’s hands with rope and tape, 
forced her into a car, pulled her from the car, struck her multiple 
times, and slammed her head into the car. She screamed for help and 
begged for her life, but defendant shot her as she tried to run away. 
In light of this overwhelming evidence, we hold that the (e)(9) aggra- 
vating circumstance was properly submitted to the jury. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


[39] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial 
court erred by not granting defendant’s motion to strike the death 
penalty. Defendant argues that North Carolina’s capital punish- 
ment scheme fails to allow for discretion to choose not to seek the 
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death penalty and is thus unconstitutional. Defendant’s argument is 
without merit. 


A capital punishment system must allow for the exercise of 
discretion. McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279, 311-12, 95 L. Ed. 2d 
262, 291 (1987); Woodson v. North Carolina, 428 U.S. 280, 300-04, 49 
L. Ed. 2d 944, 958-61 (1976). This Court has held the required discre- 
tion is satisfied by the guided discretion given to juries who sentence 
defendants in capital cases in North Carolina: 


While it is true that the present statute empowers the jury in 
effect to impose sentence upon the defendant, that decision is 
not made blindly. No defendant may be sentenced to death unless 
and until the jury finds at least one statutory aggravating circum- 
stance to exist beyond a reasonable doubt which outweighs any 
mitigating circumstance in a sufficiently substantial manner so as 
to call for the death penalty. No aggravating circumstance which 
is not provided by the language of the statute may be considered 
by the jury in imposing sentence. 


Barfield, 298 N.C. at 351-52, 259 S.E.2d at 542. 


Further, this Court has repeatedly held that our capital punish- 
ment system is constitutional despite the prosecutor’s possession of 
broad discretion. See State v. Ward, 354 N.C. 231, 245, 555 S.E.2d 251, 
261 (2001). 


The trial court did not err by denying defendant’s motion to elim- 
inate the death penalty. 


Defendant’s assignment of error is overruled. 


[40] In another assignment of error, defendant argues that the 
trial court erred by overruling defendant’s objections to the State’s 
sentencing arguments. 


During closing argument, the State emphasized that defendant 
had been previously convicted for the Georgia murder and that the 
only way to ensure defendant would not murder again was to return 
a death verdict: 


[THE STATE]: One murder is enough. One murder is way too 
many. Two is unconscionable. You also heard at sentencing, this 
was the watch that came off of James Rouse and off of that man’s 
buddy. You also saw and held this picture. And there he stands 
posing just like a proud peacock posing in front of James Rouse’s 
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car, holding this like he’s proud of himself. Like he’s proud of him- 
self, folks. Hold him accountable. 


And what did he do down there in Georgia? That’s what’s left 
of James Rouse when the defendant over there is through rob- 
bing—robbing and killing him. You saw these pictures. Because 
you know that in Georgia, March 1974, that man over there, with 
this right here, put it to the base of his skull. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Overruled. 


[THE STATE]: Right like that, right like that, mashing into the 
base of his skull just like I’ve got it, pulled the trigger, and did 
that. That’s the prior violent felony that we’re asking you all to 
consider. 


Defendant argues that there was no evidence defendant person- 
ally wielded the shotgun in the prior murder or shot victim Rouse, . 
and that instead the evidence showed defendant’s codefendant 
wielded the gun at the time of their capture and arrest. 


Evidence at the penalty phase of the trial revealed the follow- 
ing about the prior murder: On 7 March 1974, deputies from the 
Anson County Sheriff’s Office pursued defendant and another man in 
a small blue station wagon; the passenger fired at the officers with a 
.22-caliber handgun and a twelve-gauge long-barrel shotgun; during 
the chase, the passenger threw a twelve-gauge sawed-off shotgun out 
the window; after apprehending defendant and the passenger, offi- 
cers found a Polaroid photograph in the station wagon which showed 
defendant standing in front of the car holding a handgun and the 
sawed-off shotgun; the body of James Rouse was found in Georgia in 
March 1974 and Rouse had suffered a close contact wound at the 
base of his neck; the car defendant was driving when arrested and 
which was also depicted in the Polaroid photograph was the victim’s 
car; and a shotgun shell found inside the car was fired from the 
sawed-off shotgun. 


This Court has held that arguments are within the control and 
discretion of the trial court. State v. Fullwood, 343 N.C. 725, 740, 472 
S.E.2d 883, 891 (1996), cert. denied, 520 U.S. 1122, 137 L. Ed. 2d 
339 (1997). 


Counsel is permitted to argue the facts which have been 
presented, as well as reasonable inferences which can be drawn 
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therefrom. Conversely, counsel is prohibited from arguing facts 
which are not supported by the evidence. These principles apply 
not only to ordinary jury arguments, but also to arguments made 
at the close of the sentencing phase in capital cases. 


Id. 


In the present case, the evidence showing defendant posing in 
front of the Georgia murder victim’s car and holding the weapon used 
to kill that victim permits a reasonable inference that defendant was 
the shooter. 


Defendant argues other statements by the prosecution height- 
ened the prejudice of referring to the prior murder. We conclude sim- 
ply that defendant was convicted of the Georgia murder, and the 
State had every right to refer to it during closing argument. 


[41] Defendant further argues that his rights were violated when the 
trial court allowed the State to argue that the jurors were a prosecu- 
torial arm of the government as follows: 


(THE STATE]: You, ladies and gentleman, 13 most important 
people in this courthouse. You are the 13 most important people 
in this county. Today, you are the law. You are justice. From 
Richfield to Albemarle, from Oakboro to Badin, you 13 people are 
the law in this county. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE COURT: Overruled. 


(THE STATE]: Now, the question is, what are you going to tell 
that man sitting down there when you go back there to deliber- 
ate? What are you going to tell him? Are you going to tell him, it’s 
alright, forget about that stuff in Georgia, forget about the nature 
of this killing, send him off to prison? Or are you going to Say, 
fooled me once, shame on you, fooled me twice, shame on me. 


Ladies and gentlemen, the only thing, the only thing it takes 
for evil to triumph, is for good people to do nothing. Today is your 
day to do something. Today is your day to be justice. 


In examining a similar closing argument in State v. Brown, 320 
N.C. 179, 203, 358 S.E.2d 1, 18, cert. denied, 484 U.S. 970, 98 L. Ed. 2d 
406 (1987), this Court held such an argument was proper. In Brown, 
the prosecutor argued 
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You know something, Ladies and Gentlemen of the Jury, 
today you are the somebody that everybody talks about, and jus- 
tice is in your lap. The officers can’t do any more. The State can't 
do any more. You speak for all the people of the State of North 
Carolina as to this bloody murder in the first degree. 


Id. There, we held that argument did 


no more than remind the jurors that “the buck stops here” and 
that for purposes of defendant’s trial, they are the voice and con- 
science of the community. Nor is there any improper suggestion 
that the jury is the last link in the State’s chain of law enforce- 
ment. The jury is merely admonished of its general responsibility 
impartially to assimilate the evidence of aggravating and mitigat- 
ing circumstances, to weigh them, and to recommend defendant's 
sentence accordingly. 


Id. at 204, 358 S.E.2d at 18 (citations omitted). Here, as in Brown, the 
State merely told the jury that it was the voice and conscience of the 
community for purposes of defendant’s trial. This argument was 
proper. 


[42] Defendant additionally argues that it was error for the trial 
court to overrule an objection to the following argument: 


[THE STATE]: He’s not here from some fluke of circum- 
stance, ladies and gentlemen. He’s not here because of some 
external powers being exerted on him. He’s here because of 
the choices he’s made throughout the course of his life that lead 
him right here. And ladies and gentlemen, when they stand up 
here and they talk to you about the State and its thirst for 
vengeance, about how we're looking for revenge, I want you 
to remember one thing: That that man signed his own death 
warrant— 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Overruled. 


[THE STATE]: —on June the first of 1993. And he signed it in 
the blood of Cindy McIntyre. He’s not here because of you. He’s 
not here because of us. He’s here because of him. And you 
remember that. Because of the choices that he has made, two 
people are no longer with us. The choices he has made through- 
out his life. And now he faces the consequences. 
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In State v. Artis, the State made a similar argument that this 
Court analyzed and found to be proper. 325 N.C. 278, 328-29, 384 
S.E.2d 470, 499 (1989), sentence vacated on other grounds, 494 U.S. 
1023, 108 L. Ed. 2d 604 (1990). There the State argued: 


Today is judgment day. Who wrote that judgment, Ladies and 
Gentlemen of the Jury? Are you going to write it? You don’t write 
anything. This man sitting right here wrote his own judgment in 
this case. 


He wrote his own judgment in this case when he broke the 
law, when he killed and murdered [the victim]. He passed judg- 
ment on himself. He wrote his own death warrant, which is now 
for you to sign and, therefore, make it lawful. 


Id. at 328, 384 S.E.2d at 499. As in Artis, the State’s argument here 
simply emphasizes that defendant chose to take another’s life. 
Because nothing in the argument relieves the jury of its respon- 
sibility of fairness and impartiality, the trial court did not err by 
permitting this argument. 


[43] Further, defendant argues his rights were violated by various 
portions of the state’s closing arguments. Although the majority of 
defendant’s concerns relate to the sentencing proceeding, defendant 
also refers to some arguments from the guilt-innocence phase which 
we will address here. 


During the guilt-innocence phase of the trial, the State argued the 
jury should find defendant guilty in order to do justice for the victim 
and her family and to do justice for the family of the victim of the 
Georgia murder. The State argued as follows: 


[THE STATE]: ... This kind of case, the loss is unique. It’s per- 
manent. It’s devastating for these folks here. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
[THE Stare]: It’s devastating, of course— 
THE CourT: Overruled. 


(THE STATE]: —for Cindy McIntyre. There is not gonna be a 
spot on your jury verdict that says, “We, the members of the jury, 
wish that we could give Cindy McIntyre back her life.” 
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{DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE CourT: Overruled. 


[THE STATE]: There’s not going to be a spot on this verdict 
sheet for that. Although as much as you wish there could be, 
there isn’t one. After the defendant, after this human wrecking 
ball had careened through the lives of Cindy McIntyre and her 
family and done that damage, what is the testimony about what 
he did? Folks, he just got in his car and spun away. 


The State further argued that the case was 


about the horror, pain, consequence that these good people have 
felt every day of their lives— 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
[THE STATE]: —since June first of 1993. 
THE Court: Overruled. 


[THE STATE]: It’s a pain that’s not going away. You can’t bring 
[the victim] back. But there is something you can do. You can give 
these people, and you can give Cindy McIntrye’s memory some 
closure. 


{ DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. Improper. 
(THE STATE]: You can end this. 
_ THE Court: Well, sustained as to the family. 


(THE STATE]: You can do the right thing here. And you will do 
the right thing here. Ask you to find the defendant guilty of first 
degree murder, and nothing less, based on both premeditation 
and deliberation. 


Defendant also objects to the State’s admonishment during sen- 
tencing closing argument of “don’t you forget what this case is about 
.... It’s not about him. It’s about her. And don’t forget it.” The State 
further argued: 


When you deliberate this issue, this fourth and final issue, 
and you're trying to find out for yourselves whether or not the 
aggravating circumstances are sufficiently substantial, [’'d ask 
you to consider these things: First of all, would the family of 
James Rouse say that this was sufficiently substantial? 
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[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
[THE STATE]: Would the family of Cindy McIntyre— 
THE Court: Well, sustained. 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 


THE CourT: Sustained as to the family of Rouse. Don’t con- 
sider that ladies and gentlemen. 


[THE STATE]: It will be up to you to decide, ladies and gentle- 
men of the jury, what is sufficiently substantial ....[Y]ou can do 
justice not only for yourselves, but for Cindy McIntyre. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 

THE Court: Overruled. 

[THE STATE]: You can do justice for James Rouse. 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 


THE CourRT: Well, sustained as to James Rouse, members of 
the jury. 


[THE STATE]: You can do justice for the defendant. Because 
your answer should be death. 


Defendant also argues that the following comments made by the 
State during the sentencing argument were improper: 


Ladies and gentleman, Cindy is gone through the actions of that 
man. Cindy McIntyre is gone. But her spirit is here. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 

[THE STATE]: And it’s been here throughout this whole trial. 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 

THE Court: Overruled. 


(THE STATE]:. Ladies and gentlemen, you saw it. You saw it in 
the courage of that boy right there when he took the witness 
stand, told you the best that he could remember about his 
momma’s last moments. You saw her spirit when Cindy’s momma 
took the stand and told you about her trying to put her family 
back together. She’s been here, Cindy. And you've heard her. She’s 
speaking to you now. 
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[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Overruled. 


[THE STATE]: She speaks to you, ladies and gentlemen, as 
clear as that church bell rings down there on a crisp February 
morning. And what is she saying? She’s saying, do the right thing. 
Do justice. Do it for her. 


A prosecutor may properly argue that the victim’s death represents a 
unique loss to the victim’s family. Payne v. Tennessee, 501 U.S. 808, 
825-27, 115 L. Ed. 2d 720, 735-36 (1991); State v. Gregory, 340 N.C. 
365, 426-27, 459 S.E.2d 638, 673-74 (1995), cert. denied, 517 U.S. 1108, 
134 L. Ed. 2d 478 (1996). Further, a prosecutor may argue the jury 
should do justice for the victim and the victim’s family if the argu- 
ment does not specifically relate to the family’s opinions about the 
defendant or the crime. State v. Laws, 325N.C. 81, 105-06, 381 S.E.2d 
609, 623 (1989), sentence vacated on other grounds, 494 U.S. 1022, 
108 L. Ed. 2d 603 (1990). 


In the present case, the State merely argued that the family suf- 
fered a unique loss and urged the jury to do justice. The reference to 
the victim’s spirit being at the trial was nothing more than a reference 
to remaining family members and their need for justice. Defendant’s 
argument is without merit. 


[44] Defendant also argues his rights were violated because the State 
asked the jury to penalize defendant for presenting mitigating cCir- 
cumstances. While arguing to the jury that defendant must be held 
accountable for his actions, the State argued: 


There’s going to be evidence—arguments about mitigating 
circumstances. Well, when you go back there, when you go into 
this room and begin to deliberate the fate of the defendant, ask 
yourselves well, was the defendant’s alcohol abusive father in the 
yard of Cindy McIntyre cheering him on? 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
[THE STATE]: Go, Ted, go. 
{DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Overruled. 


The State later argued defendant had to face the consequences 
for his actions: 
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Because of the choices that he has made, two people are no 
longer with us. The choices he has made throughout his life. And 
now he faces the consequences. And even today, after 20 years of 
killing, robbing, kidnapping, shooting and mayhem, he tries to 
escape his fate by presenting you— 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
[THE STATE]: —with mitigating circumstances. 
THE Court: Overruled. 


This Court has held that “[p]rosecutors may legitimately attempt 
to belittle or deprecate the significance of a mitigating circum- 
stance.” State v. Billings, 348 N.C. 169, 186-87, 500 S.E.2d 423, 483-34 
(holding a prosecutor’s argument urging the jury to reject mitigating 
circumstances because many people have the same problems was 
proper), cert. denied, 525 U.S. 1005, 142 L. Ed. 2d 431 (1998); State 
v. Larry, 345 N.C. 497, 528-29, 481 S.E.2d 907, 925 (holding a 
prosecutor’s comment that a mitigating circumstance was an 
“excuse” for the defendant’s crime was proper), cert. denied, 522 U.S. 
917, 139 L. Ed. 2d 234 (1997); see also State v. Heatwole, 344 N.C. 1, 
21, 473 S.E.2d 310, 320 (1996) (holding the following statement by a 
prosecutor to the jury was proper: “You may find the defendant suf- 
fers from a serious mental illness. So what.”), cert. denied, 520 U.S. 
1122, 137 L. Ed. 2d 339 (1997). 


The State in this case properly belittled the mitigating circum- 
stances submitted by defendant. The State argued that the circum- 
stances should not be an excuse for defendant to avoid the conse- 
quences of his actions. It was not error to permit these arguments. 


Defendant’s assignment of error is overruled. 


[45] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred when it reinstructed the jury on the definition of a mitigating 
circumstance. In its original instructions on mitigating circum- 
stances, the trial court’s instructions mirrored the North Carolina 
Pattern Jury Instructions: 


Issue two is, do you find from the evidence the existence of 
one or more of the following mitigating circumstances. Now, 25 
possible mitigating circumstances are listed on the form. And you 
should consider each of them before answering issue two. Now, 
a mitigating circumstance is a fact or a group of facts which do 
not constitute a justification or excuse for a killing, or reduce it 
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to a lesser degree of crime than first degree murder, but which 
may be considered as extenuating or reducing the moral culpa- 
bility of the killing, or making it less deserving of extreme pun- 
ishment than other first degree murders. 


Now, our law identifies several possible mitigating circum- 
stances. However, in considering issue two, it would be your duty 
to consider as a mitigating circumstance any aspect of the 
defendant’s character or record, and any of the circumstances of 
this murder that the defendant contends is a basis for a sentence 
less than death, and any other circumstances arising from the evi- 
dence which you deem to have mitigating value. 


See N.C.P.I.—Crim. 150.10 (1993). 


During sentencing deliberations, the jury asked, “The term to 
have a mitigating value, we’re a little bit unsure of exactly what that 
term means.” The trial court reinstructed the jury as follows: 


A mitigating circumstance is a fact or group of facts which do not 
constitute a justification or excuse for a killing or reduce it to a 
lesser degree of crime than first degree murder, but which may be 
considered as extenuating or reducing the moral culpability of 
the killing, or making it less deserving of extreme punishment 
than other first degree murders. 


This instruction was virtually identical to the instruction provided in 
our state’s pattern jury instructions. See N.C.P[I—Crim. 150.10 
(1993). 


Defendant argues this reinstruction was error because the jurors 
were concerned about how much value they could give particular 
statutory or nonstatutory mitigating circumstances, and the trial 
court should have told the jurors “that they could give the facts 
presented to them whatever mitigating value or weight they 
wanted and that statutory mitigating circumstances must be given 
some value.” 


In State v. Jaynes, the trial court instructed the jury about 
mitigating circumstances by saying that 


A number of mitigating circumstances listed on the form 
have been submitted to the jury for its consideration; the same 
being (1) through and including (37). Now as to these listed cir- 
cumstances, it is for you to determine from the circumstances 
and the facts in this case whether or not any listed circumstance 
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has mitigating effect. And if one or more of you should determine 
by a preponderance of the evidence that the mitigating circum- 
stance listed exists and that it has mitigating value, then you 
would find that it existed and answer so. If none of you finds that, 
then you would indicate, no, as to that. 


342 N.C. 249, 285, 464 S.E.2d 448, 470 (1995) (alteration in original), 
cert. denied, 518 U.S. 1024, 1385 L. Ed. 2d 1080 (1996). The trial court 
in Jaynes further instructed the jurors that they must determine 
whether or not the listed circumstance had mitigating effect. Id. This 
Court held the trial court erred because it “told jurors that they could 
elect to give no weight to statutory mitigating circumstances they 
found to exist.” Jd. at 286, 464 S.E.2d at 470. 


In State v. Davis, 349 N.C. 1, 506 S.E.2d 455 (1998), cert. denied, 
526 U.S. 1161, 144 L. Ed. 2d 219 (1999), a case where the jury instruc- 
tions were similar to those given in the case before us, this Court held 
that the trial court’s instructions on mitigating circumstances were 
unlike those given in Jaynes and were proper. Jd. at 54-55, 506 S.E.2d 
at 484-85. We held that 


the trial court properly informed the jurors that in order to find a 
statutory mitigating circumstance to exist, all they must find is 
that the circumstance is supported by a preponderance of the evi- 
dence. However, unlike statutory mitigating circumstances, the 
trial court instructed the jurors that in order to find nonstatutory 
mitigating circumstances, they must (1) find by a preponderance 
of the evidence that the circumstance existed, and (2) find that 
the circumstance has mitigating value. These instructions prop- 
erly distinguished between statutory and nonstatutory mitigating 
circumstances and informed the jurors of their duty under the 
law. 


Id. at 56, 506 S.E.2d at 485. 


In the present case, the trial court followed the North Carolina 
Pattern Jury Instructions and instructed the jury about each statutory 
and nonstatutory mitigating circumstance. The trial court made it 
clear that statutory and nonstatutory mitigating circumstances were 
different. When referring to the statutory mitigating circumstances, 
the trial court instructed the jury: 


If one or more of you finds by a preponderance of the evi- 
dence that this circumstance exists, you would so indicate by 
having your foreperson write yes in the space provided after this 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 273 


STATE v. PREVATTE 
[356 N.C. 178 (2002)] 


mitigating circumstance on the form. If none of you find this 
circumstance to exist, you would so indicate by having your 
foreperson write no in that space. 


See N.C.P.1.—Crim. 150.10 (1993). 


When referring to the nonstatutory mitigating circumstances, the 
trial court instructed the jury: 


If one or more of you finds by a preponderance of the evidence 
that this circumstance exists, and also is deemed mitigating, you 
would so indicate by having your foreperson write yes in the 
space provided after this mitigating circumstance on the form. If 
none of you find the circumstance to exist, or if none of you deem 
it to have mitigating value, you would so indicate by having your 
foreperson write no in that space. 


See N.C.P.1.—Crim. 150.10 (1993). 


Additionally, the punishment recommendation form clearly dif- 
ferentiated between findings necessary for the jury to find statutory 
and nonstatutory mitigating circumstances. For each statutory miti- 
gating circumstance, next to the blank in which the jury foreperson 
was to write “yes” or “no,” the instructions specified “one or more of 
us finds this mitigating circumstance to exist.” For each of the non- 
statutory mitigating circumstances, next to the blank in which the 
jury foreperson was to write “yes” or “no,” the instructions specified 
“one or more of us finds this circumstance to exist and deem it to 
have mitigating value.” 


After a review of the record, we hold that the trial court’s instruc- 
tions here were not like those given in Jaynes. The trial court here 
never indicated to the jurors that they could give no weight to statu- 
tory mitigating circumstances they found to exist. The trial court 
fully and completely explained to the jurors their duties regarding 
statutory and nonstatutory mitigating circumstances. Defendant 
failed to object to the reinstruction after it was given. Following the 
trial court’s reinstruction, the jury was able to reach a verdict without 
further inquiry. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


[46] In another assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
committed plain error by instructing the jury that it was not to make 
any factual inferences from his rulings. The trial court gave the jury 
peremptory instructions on mitigating circumstances. In giving these 
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instructions, the trial court said that “all the evidence tends to show 
this is true.” Shortly thereafter, the trial court instructed the jury as 
follows: 


Now, the law, as indeed it should, requires the presiding 
judge to be impartial. So you’re not to draw any inference from 
any ruling that I’ve made, or any inflection in my voice or expres- 
sion on my face, or anything else I may have said or done during 
this trial. As I say, you’re not to let that indicate to you that I have 
an opinion or have intimated an opinion as to whether any part of 
the evidence should be believed or disbelieved, as to whether any 
aggravating or mitigating circumstance has been proved or dis- 
proved, or as to what your recommendation ought to be. It is 
solely up to you to find the true facts of a case and to make a rec- 
ommendation reflecting the truth as you find it to be. 


See N.C.P.I.—Crim. 150.10 (1993). Defendant argues this instruction 
undermined and rendered meaningless the peremptory instructions. 


It appears defendant’s appellate counsel has twisted the trial pro- 
ceedings to create the appearance of impropriety. This Court has held 
that even when a peremptory instruction is given, jurors can reject 
the evidence if they lack faith in its credibility. State v. Carter, 342 
N.C, 312, 322, 464 S.E.2d 272, 279 (1995), cert. denied, 517 U.S. 1225, 
134 L. Ed. 2d 957 (1996). The instruction in the present case permit- 
ted the jury to determine whether it believed the evidence presented 
even when contradictory evidence was presented. The trial court’s 
later instruction was consistent with the peremptory instructions. 


This assignment of error is without merit. 
PRESERVATION ISSUES 


Defendant raises seven additional issues which he concedes have 
been previously decided contrary to his position by this Court: (1) the 
trial court erred by sustaining the State’s objection to defendant’s 
argument concerning the method of execution by lethal injection in a 
manner limiting defendant’s mitigating argument; (2) the trial court 
erred by instructing the jury that it must be unanimous as to issues 
one, three, and four; (3) the trial court erred by instructing the jury 
that it could consider all guilt phase evidence during the penalty 
phase; (4) the trial court’s instruction on the especially heinous, atro- 
cious, or cruel aggravating circumstance was unconstitutionally 
vague; (5) the indictments for murder and kidnapping were insuffi- 
cient; (6) defendant was subjected to multiple punishments arising 
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out of the same transaction; and (7) defendant’s exposure to the jury 
in leg shackles and handcuffs violated N.C.G.S. § 15A-1031. 


We have considered defendant’s contentions on these issues and 
find no reason to depart from our prior holdings. Therefore, we reject 
these arguments. 


PROPORTIONALITY REVIEW 


[47] Having concluded that defendant’s trial and capital sentencing 
proceeding were free from prejudicial error, we are required to 
review and determine: (1) whether the evidence supports the jury’s 
finding of the aggravating circumstances upon which the sentence of 
death was based; (2) whether the death sentence was imposed under 
the influence of passion, prejudice, or any other arbitrary factor; and 
(3) whether the death sentence is excessive or disproportionate to 
the penalty imposed in similar cases, considering both the crime and 
the defendant. N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(d)(2). 


In the present case, the jury convicted defendant of first-degree 
murder based on malice, premeditation, and deliberation, and under 
the felony murder rule. The jury also found defendant guilty of 
second-degree kidnapping. Following a capital sentencing proceed- 
ing, the jury found four aggravating circumstances: (1) defendant had 
been previously convicted of a felony involving use of violence to the 
person, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(8); (2) the murder was committed 
while the defendant was engaged in the commission of kidnapping, 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(5); (3) this murder was especially heinous, 
atrocious or cruel, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(9); (4) this murder was 
part of a course of conduct in which defendant engaged and which 
included the commission by defendant of other crimes of violence 
against another person, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11). 


Three statutory mitigating circumstances were submitted for the 
jury’s consideration: (1) the murder was committed while defendant 
was under the influence of mental or emotional] disturbance, N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(f)(2); (2) the defendant's capacity to appreciate the crim- 
inality of his conduct or to conform his conduct to the requirements 
of law was impaired, N.C.G.S. § 18A-2000(£)(6); and (8) the catchall 
mitigating circumstance that there existed any other circumstance 
arising from the evidence that any juror deems to have mitigating 
value, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(9). Of these statutory mitigating cir- 
cumstances, the jury found only (f)(2) to exist. Of the 22 nonstatutory 
mitigating circumstances submitted by the trial court, the jury found 
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six to exist: (1) defendant cared for and assisted his mother, 
Catherine Prevatte, while living with her; (2) defendant helped his 
mother financially; (3) defendant made repairs to his mother’s 
house; (4) defendant took his mother to the doctor, grocery store, 
and church; (5) defendant, after his release from the Georgia 
Department of Corrections, attended Southside Baptist Church; and 
(6) defendant served on the Southside Baptist Church building 
grounds committee. 


After thoroughly examining the record, transcript, briefs, and 
oral arguments, we conclude the evidence fully supports the aggra- 
vating circumstances found by the jury. Further, we find no indication 
the sentence of death was imposed under the influence of passion, 
prejudice, or any other arbitrary factor. We turn then to our final 
statutory duty of proportionality review. 


The purpose of proportionality review is to “eliminate the possi- 
bility that a person will be sentenced to die by the action of an aber- 
rant jury.” State v. Holden, 321 N.C. 125, 164-65, 362 S.E.2d 5138, 537 
(1987), cert. denied, 486 U.S. 1061, 100 L. Ed. 2d 985 (1988). 
Proportionality review also acts “[a]s a check against the capricious 
or random imposition of the death penalty.” Barfield, 298 N.C. at 354, 
259 8.E.2d at 544. In conducting proportionality review, we compare 
the present case with other cases in which this Court concluded the 
death penalty was disproportionate. McCollum, 334 N.C. at 240, 433 
S.E.2d at 162. 


We have found the death sentence disproportionate in seven 
cases. State v. Benson, 323 N.C. 318, 372 S.E.2d 517 (1988); State v. 
Stokes, 319 N.C. 1, 352 S.E.2d 653 (1987); State v. Rogers, 316 N.C. 
203, 341 S.E.2d 713; State v. Young, 312 N.C. 669, 325 S.E.2d 181 
(1985); State v. Hill, 311 N.C. 465, 319 S.E.2d 163 (1984); State v. 
Bondurant, 309 N.C. 674, 309 S.E.2d 170 (1983); State v. Jackson, 309 
N.C. 26, 305 S.E.2d 703 (1983). 


We conclude this case is not substantially similar to any case in 
which this Court has found the death penalty disproportionate. 
Defendant was convicted on the basis of malice, premeditation, and 
deliberation, and under the felony murder rule. “The finding of 
premeditation and deliberation indicates a more cold-blooded and 
calculated crime.” Artis, 325 N.C. at 341, 384 S.E.2d at 506. Further, 
this Court has repeatedly noted that “a finding of first-degree murder 
based on theories of premeditation and deliberation and of felony 
murder is significant.” State v. Bone, 354 N.C. 1, 22, 550 S.E.2d 482, 
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495 (2001), cert. denied, — U.S. —, 152 L. Ed. 2d 231 (2002). 
Moreover, defendant kidnapped the victim and her ten-year-old son 
Matthew at gunpoint in their own home. Defendant locked Matthew 
in a bathroom, tied up his mother, and then gunned her down as she 
screamed for help and tried to run away. While the victim was not 
murdered inside the house, the attack that precipitated the murder 
took place there and led to the victirn’s brutal death upon her attempt 
to escape. It is thus worthwhile to note this Court’s oft-cited proviso 
that “[a] murder in the home ‘shocks the conscience, not only 
because a life was senselessly taken, but because it was taken [at] an 
especially private place, one [where] a person has a right to feel 
secure.’” State v. Adams, 347 N.C. 48, 77, 490 S.E.2d 220, 236 
(1997) (quoting Brown, 320 N.C. at 231, 358 S.E.2d at 34) (alterations 
in original), cert. denied, 522 U.S. 1096, 139 L. Ed. 2d 878 (1998). In 
the present case, defendant viciously killed the victim after con- 
fronting and kidnapping the victim’s young son. There is no doubt 
defendant invaded the sanctity of the victim’s home. These facts 
clearly distinguish this case from those in which this Court has held 
a death sentence disproportionate. 


We also compare this case with the cases in which this Court has 
found the death penalty to be proportionate. McCollum, 334 N.C. at 
244, 433 S.E.2d at 164. Although we review all cases in the pool of 
“similar cases” when engaging in cur statutorily mandated duty of 
proportionality review, “we will not undertake to discuss or cite all of 
those cases each time we carry out that duty.” Jd.; accord State v. 
Gregory, 348 N.C. 203, 213, 499 S.E.2d 753, 760, cert. denied, 525 U.S, 
952, 142 L. Ed. 2d 315 (1998). After thoroughly analyzing the present 
case, we conclude this case is more similar to cases in which we have 
found the sentence of death proportionate than to those in which we 
have found it disproportionate. 


Whether a sentence of death is “disproportionate in a particular 
case ultimately rest[s] upon the ‘experienced judgments’ of the mem- 
bers of this Court.” State v. Green, 336 N.C. 142, 198, 443 S.E.2d 14, 
47, cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1046, 130 L. Ed. 2d 547 (1994). Therefore, 
based upon the characteristics of this defendant and the crimes he 
committed, we are convinced the sentence of death recommended by 
the jury and ordered by the trial court in the instant case is not dis- 
proportionate or excessive. 


Accordingly, we conclude defendant received a fair trial and 
capital sentencing proceeding, free from prejudicial error. The 
judgments and sentences entered by the trial court, including the 
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sentence of death for first-degree murder, must therefore be left 
undisturbed. 


NO ERROR. 


IN RE: INQUIRY CONCERNING A JUDGE, NO. 257 CRAIG B. BROWN, RESPONDENT 


No. 300A02 
(Filed 4 October 2002) 


Judges— district court—misconduct—censure 


A district court judge is censured for willful misconduct and 
conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice that brings 
the judicial office into disrepute based upon his violation of 
Canons 2A and 3A(1) of the N.C. Code of Judicial Conduct when 
he entered two 1998 orders ex parte not only vacating 1983 and 
1986 judgments of conviction of a defendant for DWI but also 
dismissing those cases when he knew that each of the two cases 
was before him only on a motion for appropriate relief and was 
not on any court calendar for disposition. 


This matter is before the Court upon a recommendation by the 
Judicial Standards Commission, entered 23 May 2002, that respond- 
ent, Judge Craig B. Brown, a Judge of the General Court of Justice, 
District Court Division, Fourteenth Judicial District of the State of 
North Carolina, be censured for conduct prejudicial to the adminis- 
tration of justice that brings the judicial office into disrepute in vio- 
lation of Canons 2A and 3A(1) of the North Carolina Code of Judicial 
Conduct. Considered in the Supreme Court 12 September 2002. 


No counsel for Judicial Standards Commission or respondent. 
ORDER OF CENSURE 


The Judicial Standards Commission (Commission) notified Judge 
Craig B. Brown (respondent) on 2 January 2001 that it had ordered a 
preliminary investigation to determine whether formal proceedings 
under Commission Rule 9 should be instituted against him. The sub- 
ject matter of the investigation included allegations that in the sum- 
mer of 1998 respondent entered two orders ex parte dismissing the 
DWI charges against the defendant in State v. Ronald Taborn, 
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Durham County file nos. 83 CR 24987 and 86 CR 41630, when 
respondent knew each of the two cases were before him only on a 
motion for appropriate relief. 


On 10 December 2001, special counsel for the Commission filed a 
complaint alleging as follows: 


3. The Respondent engaged in conduct inappropriate to his 
judicial office as follows: 


a. Ronald Taborn (Taborn)[] was convicted of driving while 
under the influence in Durham County file number 83 CR 024987 
(the 1983 case). 


b. Taborn was convicted of driving while impaired in 
Durham County file number 86 CR 041630 (the 1986 case). 


c. On or about May 25, 1998, Taborn retained J. Wesley 
Covington (Covington), to assist Taborn in expunging the con- 
viction in the 1983 case. 


d. On or about June 16, 1998, Covington drafted a motion for 
appropriate relief on Taborn’s behalf, asking the court to vacate 
the judgment in the 1983 case. 


e. On or about July 7, 1998, Covington met with Respondent 
concerning Taborn’s motion for appropriate relief in the 1983 
case. No representative of the District Attorney’s staff was 
present and Taborn’s case was not on any court calendar for dis- 
position at the time of the ex parte meeting between Covington 
and Respondent{.] 


f. After the meeting with Covington, Respondent knowingly 
caused his signature to be stamped on an order that not only 
vacated the judgment but dismissed the 1983 case. 


g. On or about July 7, 1998[,] Durham County court person- 
nel entered Respondent’s order concerning the 1983 case into the 
official court computer system. 


h. On or about July 17, 1998, Taborn retained Covington to 
assist Taborn in expunging his conviction in the 1986 case. 


i. On or about July 28, 199&, Covington drafted a motion for 
appropriate relief on Taborn’s behalf, asking the court to vacate 
the judgment in the 1986 case. | 
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j. On or about August 28, 1998, Covington met with 
Respondent concerning Taborn’s motion for appropriate relief in 
the 1986 case. No representative of the District Attorney’s staff 
was present and Taborn’s case was not on any court calendar for 
disposition at the time of the ex parte meeting between 
Covington and Respondent. 


k. On or about August 28, 1998, Respondent knowingly 
caused his signature to be stamped to an order which not only 
vacated the judgment but dismissed the 1986 case. 


l. On or about August 28, 1998, Durham County court per- 
sonnel entered Respondent’s order concerning the 1986 case into 
the official court computer system. 


4. Respondent’s actions constituted willful misconduct in 
office and conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice 
that brings the judicial office into disrepute and violate[s] Canons 
2A, 2B, 3A(1) and 3A(4) of the North Carolina Code of Judicial 
Conduct. 


In addition and in the alternative, the Commission alleged that 
respondent engaged in conduct inappropriate to his judicial office as 
follows: 


[5.] a. [P]aragraphs 3(a)-(e), 3(g)-(j) and 3(1) are realleged 
and reincorporated as if set out fully herein. 


b. On or about July 7, 1998, Respondent caused his signature 
to be stamped to an order dismissing the 1983 case without tak- 
ing adequate steps to ascertain the contents and effect of the 
order. 


c. On or about August 28, 1998, Respondent caused his sig- 
nature to be stamped to an order dismissing the 1986 case with- 
out taking adequate steps to ascertain the contents and effect of 
the order. 


6. As to the Alternative Claim for Relief, Respondent’s 
actions constituted willful misconduct in office and conduct prej- 
udicial to the administration of justice[] that brings the judicial 
office into disrepute and violate[s] Canon[s] 2A, 2B and 3A. 


On 28 December 2001, respondent answered the complaint, 
admitting the facts as alleged in paragraph 3(a), 3(b), 3(c), 3(d), 3(g), 
3(h), 3(i), and 3(). Respondent further answered as follows: 
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[3.] (e) Insofar as Paragraph 3e alleges that Covington met with 
Respondent concerning Taborn’s motion for appropriate 
relief in the 1983 case, the same is admitted. Insofar as 
Paragraph 3e alleges that no representative of the 
District Attorney’s staff was present, it is admitted, upon 
information and belief, that no representative of the 
District Attorney’s staff was present at the bench; how- 
ever, insofar as the meeting with Covington occurred 
while Respondent was on the bench in open court pre- 
siding over a regularly scheduled session of the District 
Court for Durham County[,] . .. it is believed by 
Respondent that a member of the staff of the District 
Attorney’s office was indeed present in court at the time 
Covington approached Respondent. Further, in light of 
the considerable length of time which has passed since 
the meeting with Covington(,] Respondent cannot recall 
whether or not he was informed by Covington that the 
motion for appropriate relief in the 1983 case had been 
presented by Covington to the District Attorney; how- 
ever, insofar as Respondent does not believe that he 
would have ever consented to consider the same in the 
absence of an assurance by Covington that the consent 
of the District Attorney had been given to an ex parte 
consideration and entry of an order for appropriate relief 
in the 1983 case, that allegation is denied. Insofar as 
Paragraph 3e alleges that Taborn’s case was not on any 
court calendar for disposition on or about July 7, 1998, 
the same is admitted. 


(f) Insofar as Paragraph 3f alleges that Respondent know- 
ingly caused his signature to be stamped on an order that, 
by its terms, vacated the judgment in the Taborn case, the 
same is admitted; however, Respondent was at no time 
informed nor did Respondent know that the order 
referred to in Paragraph 3f, in fact, dismissed the 1983 
case. Respondent alleges further in response to the alle- 
gations of Paragraph 3f that his approval and signature of 
the order vacating the judgment and dismissing the 1983 
case was procured by the willful and knowing misrepre- 
sentation made to Respondent by Covington that were 
calculated to mislead and did, in fact, mislead 
Respondent into believing that he was entering only an 
order for appropriate relief vacating Taborn’s 1983 con- 
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viction and allowing the case to be placed on the calendar 
for the entry of a new judgment. Because Respondent is 
blind and had established appropriate procedures for 
review of proposed orders by his judicial assistant, he 
was entitled to believe and, in fact, did believe that his 
signature stamp was placed on an order which accurately 
reflected the order he intended be entered and not an 
order dismissing the 1983 case. In fact, Respondent’s for- 
mer judicial assistant, who was incompetent and who 
was later terminated, failed to alert him to the material 
difference in the order resulting in the dismissal of the 
1983 case. 


Insofar as Paragraph 3j alleges that Covington met with 
Respondent on or about August 28, 1998, concerning his 
motion for appropriate relief in the 1986 case, the same is, 
upon information and belief, admitted. Insofar as 
Paragraph 3j alleges that no representative of the District 
Attorney's staff was present, the same is denied. Insofar 
as Paragraph 3j alleges that Taborn’s case was not on any 
court calendar for disposition on or about August 28, 
1998, the same is admitted. 


Insofar as Paragraph 3k alleges that Respondent know- 
ingly caused his signature to be stamped on an order 
that, by its terms, vacated the judgment in the Taborn 
case, the same is admitted; however, Respondent was at 
no time informed nor did Respondent know that the 
order referred to in Paragraph 3k in fact dismissed the 
1986 case. Respondent alleges further in response to the 
allegations of Paragraph 3k that his approval and signa- 
ture of the order vacating the judgment and dismissing 
the 1986 case was procured by willful and knowing mis- 
representations made to Respondent by Covington that 
were calculated to mislead and did, in fact, mislead 
Respondent into believing that he was entering an order 
for appropriate relief vacating Taborn’s 1986 conviction 
and allowing the case to be placed on the calendar for 
the entry of a new judgment. Because Respondent is 
blind and had established appropriate procedures for 
review of proposed orders by his judicial assistant, he 
was entitled to believe and, in fact, did believe that his 
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signature stamp was placed on an order which accurately 
reflected the order he intended be entered and not an 
order dismissing the 1986 case. In fact, Respondent’s for- 
mer judicial assistant, who was incompetent and who 
was later terminated, failed to alert him to the material 
difference in the order resulting in the dismissal of the 
1986 case. 


4. Insofar as Paragraph 4 constitutes a legal conclusion, the same 
is neither admitted nor denied. 


5. Paragraph 5, insofar as the preamble to the same alleges 
that Respondent engaged in conduct inappropriate to his 
judicial office, the same is more specifically responded to 
hereinbelow: 


(a) Paragraph 5a requires no additional answer. 


(b) Paragraph 5b is admitted insofar as the same alleges that 
on or about July 7, 1998, Respondent caused his signature 
to be stamped on an order dismissing the 1983 case. The 
remaining allegations of Paragraph 5b are denied. 


(c) Paragraph 5c is admitted insofar as the same alleges that 
on or about August 28, 1998, Respondent caused his sig- 
nature to be stamped on an order dismissing the 1986 
case. The remaining allegations of Paragraph 5c are 
denied. 


6. Insofar as Paragraph 6 constitutes a legal conclusion, the same 
is neither admitted nor denied. 


WHEREFORE, Respondent respectfully prays that the North 
Carolina Judicial Standards Commission make an appropriate 
recommendation to the North Carolina Supreme Court as pro- 
vided by law and as the facts and evidence warrant. 


On 7 March 2002, respondent was served with a notice of formal 
hearing concerning the charges alleged. The Commission conducted 
the hearing on 3 May 2002, at which time special counsel presented 
no evidence as to the allegations of paragraphs 3(f) and 3(k) of the 
complaint. Therefore, the Commission made no findings of fact, con- 
clusions of law, or recommendation concerning those paragraphs of 
the complaint and dismissed those allegations. Special counsel did 
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present evidence at the hearing as to the allegations of paragraphs 
o(a)-5(c) of the complaint, to which allegations respondent, through 
counsel, admitted at the hearing. After hearing the evidence, the 
Commission concluded that respondent’s actions constituted: 


a. conduct in violations of Canons 2A and 3A(1) of the North 
Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct and 


b. conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice that brings 
the judicial office into disrepute. 


The Commission recommended that this Court censure 
respondent. 


In proceedings pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-376, this Court acts as a 
court of original jurisdiction, rather than in its usual capacity as an 
appellate court. In re Peoples, 296 N.C. 109, 147, 250 S.E.2d 890, 912 
(1978), cert. denied, 442 U.S. 929, 61 L. Ed. 2d 297 (1979). In review- 
ing the recommendations of the Commission, the recommendations 
are not binding upon this Court. We consider the evidence on both 
sides and then exercise independent judgment as to whether to cen- 
sure, to remove, or to decline to do either. In re Nowell, 293 N.C. 235, 
244, 237 S.E.2d 246, 252 (1977). 


The quantum of proof in proceedings before the Commission is 
proof by clear and convincing evidence. /d. at 247, 237 S.E.2d at 254. 
Such proceedings are not meant “to punish the individual but to 
maintain the honor and dignity of the judiciary and the proper admin- 
istration of justice.” Jd. at 241, 237 S.E.2d at 250. After thoroughly 
examining the evidence presented to the Commission, we conclude 
the Commission’s findings of fact are supported by clear and con- 
vincing evidence, and we adopt them as our own. See In re Harrell, 
331 N.C. 105, 110, 414 S.E.2d 36, 38 (1992). 


The conduct of respondent unquestionably warrants censure. As 
we recognized in Nowell: 


The power of the district court over the lives and everyday 
affairs of our citizens makes it imperative that the district court 
judges of the State not only be fully capable but also dedicated to 
carrying out their official responsibilities in accordance with the 
law and established standards of judicial conduct. 


Nowell, 293 N.C. at 252, 237 S.E.2d at 257. Respondent overstepped 
his authority, engaged in misconduct, and brought disrepute to the 
judiciary of our state. 
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In light of the foregoing, we conclude that respondent’s actions 
constitute conduct in violation of Canons 2A and 3A(1) of the North 
Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct. Therefore, pursuant to N.C.G.S. 
$§ 7A-376 and 7A-377 and Rule 3 of the Rules for Supreme Court 
Review of Recommendations of the Judicial Standards Commis- 
sion, it is ordered that respondent, Craig B. Brown, be, and he is 
hereby censured for willful misconduct and conduct prejudicial 
to the administration of justice that brings the judicial office into 
disrepute. 


By Order of the Court in Conference, this the 3rd day of 
October, 2002. 


Butterfield, J. 
For the Court 


TALLY EDDINGS, M.D. v. SOUTHERN ORTHOPEDIC AND MUSCULOSKELETAL 
ASSOCIATES, INC. 


No. 10A02 
(Filed 4 October 2002) 


Arbitration and Mediation— arbitration—employment con- 
tract—Federal Arbitration Act—interstate commerce— 
remand for determination 


A decision of the Court of Appeals that on orthopedic sur- 
geon’s employment contract containing an arbitration clause evi- 
denced a transaction involving commerce so that it was governed 
by the Federal Arbitration Act, and that a claim of fraudulent 
inducement of the entire contract is thus an issue to be deter- 
mined by the arbitrator, is reversed for the reasons stated in 
the dissenting opinion that it is impossible for the appellate court 
to determine whether the employment contract involved inter- 
state commerce and is within the scope of the Federal Arbitration 
Act, that the case should be remanded to the trial court for a 
determination of this issue, and that if the trial court determines 
that the case does not involve interstate commerce and that 
state law governs enforcement of the agreement, any allegations 
of fraud are to be determined by the trial court rather than by 
arbitration. 
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Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 147 N.C. App. 375, 555 S.E.2d 
649 (2001), reversing and remanding an order entered 30 June 2000 by 
Downs, J., in Superior Court, Buncombe County. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 10 September 2002. 


Kelly & Rowe, PA., by E. Glenn Kelly, for plaintiff-appellant. 


McGuire, Wood & Bissette, PA., by T. Douglas Wilson, Jr., for 
defendant-appellee. 


PER CURIAM. 


For the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion, the decision of 
the Court of Appeals is reversed. 


REVERSED. 


Justice ORR did not participate in the consideration or decision 
of this case. 


DALLAS SWINSON v. LEJEUNE MOTOR COMPANY, INC. 


No. 34A02 
(Filed 4 October 2002) 


Premises Liability— trip and fall—depression in pavement— 
obvious defect—contributory negligence 


A decision of the Court of Appeals holding that a jury ques- 
tion was presented on the issue of contributory negligence in an 
action against an auto dealer by a customer who tripped and fell 
when she stepped into a depression in the dealer’s parking lot 
while looking for her repaired auto is reversed for the reasons 
stated in the dissenting opinion that plaintiff was contributorily 
negligent as a matter of law in failing to discover and avoid an 
obvious defect. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 147 N.C. App. 610, 557 S.E.2d 
112 (2001), reversing a judgment signed 26 August 2000 by Balog, J., 
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in Superior Court, Onslow County. Heard in the Supreme Court 11 
September 2002. 


Jeffrey S. Miller for plaintiff-appellee. 


Wallace, Morris & Barwick, PA., by PC. Barwick, Jr, for 
defendant-appellant. 


PER CURIAM. 


For the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion by Judge 
McCullough, the decision of the Court of Appeals is reversed. 


REVERSED. 


Chief Justice LAKE did not participate in the consideration or 
decision of this case. 


DAVID P. REYNOLDS v. CYNTHIA W. REYNOLDS (Now FLYNN) 





CYNTHIA FLYNN (FORMERLY REYNOLDS) v. DAVID P. REYNOLDS 


No. 38A02 
(Filed 4 October 2002) 


Contempt— suspended jail sentence—criminal—appellate 
jurisdiction | 
A decision of the Court of Appeals holding that a contempt 
order arising from a child support action was civil rather than 
criminal where the court imposed an active thirty-day jail sen- 
tence suspended upon the posting of a cash bond, the payment of 
interest, the payment of attorney fees and the timely payment of 
future child support due under prior order, and that the trial 
court was without authority to adjudicate defendant in civil con- 
tempt because he complied with the previous orders before the 
hearing, is reversed for the reasons stated in the dissenting opin- 
ion that the order adjudicated defendant in criminal contempt 
and that a district court order of criminal contempt is appealable 
to the superior court rather than to the Court of Appeals. 
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Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 147 N.C. App. 566, 557 S.E.2d 
126 (2001), vacating in part and affirming in part an order entered 30 
August 1999 by Jones (William G.), J., in District Court, Mecklenburg 
County. Heard in the Supreme Court 11 September 2002. 


James, McElroy & Diehl, PA., by William K. Diehl, Jr. and 
Preston O. Odom, III, for appellant Cynthia Flynn (formerly 
Reynolds). 


Horack, Talley, Pharr & Lowndes, P.A., by Thomas R. Cannon 
and Kary C. Watson, for appellee David Reynolds. 

PER CURIAM. 

For the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion, the decision of 


the Court of Appeals is reversed. 


REVERSED. 


IN THE MATTER OF: MITCHELL, M., A MINOR CHILD, D.O.B. 12/24/94 
IN THE MATTER OF: MITCHELL, K., A MINOR CHILD, D.0.B. 01/16/98 


IN THE MATTER OF: MITCHELL, K., A MINOR CHILD, D.O.B. 02/06/96 


No. 127A02 
(Filed 4 October 2002) 


Termination of Parental Rights— dispositional stage—best 
interests of children—proper determination 


The decision of the Court of Appeals remanding a termina- 
tion of parental rights case is reversed for the reasons stated in 
the dissenting opinion that the trial court did not place an 
improper burden on respondent in the dispositional stage to 
show that termination is not in the children’s best interest and 
that the trial court did not fail to exercise its discretion in finding 
that termination would be in the best interests of the children. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 148 N.C. App. 483, 559 S.E.2d 
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237 (2002), affirming in part, reversing in part, and remanding orders 
entered 16 November 2000 by Pool, J., in District Court, Transylvania 
County. Heard in the Supreme Court 12 September 2002. 


Womble Carlyle Sandridge & Rice, PL.L.C., by Stuart A. Brock, 
for appellant Guardian ad Litem. 


Charles W. McKeller for respondent-appellee Cynthia Chatman. 


PER CURIAM. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals is reversed for the reasons 
stated in the dissenting opinion. 


REVERSED. 


TINA KELLY v. CARTERET COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION, DAVID LENKER, JR., 
RENEE NEWMAN, JOHN WELMERS 


No. 1389A02 
(Filed 4 October 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 149 N.C. App. 188, 560 S.E.2d 
390 (2002), dismissing plaintiff's appeal from an order entered 19 
January 2001 by Alford, J., in Superior Court, Carteret County. Heard 
in the Supreme Court 11 September 2002. 


Ralph T. Bryant, Jr., PA., by Ralph T. Bryant, Jr., for plaintiff- 
appellant. 


Kirkman, Whitford & Brady, PA., by Neil B. Whitford, for 
defendant-appellees. 


Patterson, Harkavy & Lawrence, L.L.P., by Ann Groninger, on 
behalf of the North Carolina Academy of Trial Lawyers, amicus 
CUrLAE. 


Tharrington Smith, L.L.P., by Ann Majestic and Lisa Lukasik, 
on behalf of the North Carolina School Boards Association; and 
the North Carolina School Boards Association, by Allison B. 
Schafer, General Counsel, amicus curiae. | 
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PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 


JERRY GOYNIAS v. SPA HEALTH CLUBS, INC. 


No. 89A02 
(Filed 4 October 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 148 N.C. App. 554, 558 S.E.2d 
880 (2002), affirming an order for summary judgment entered 13 April 
2000 by Hudson, J., in Superior Court, Orange County. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 9 September 2002. 


Anderson Law Firm, by Michael J. Anderson, for plaintzff- 
appellant. 


Little & Little, PLLC, by Cathryn M. Little, for defendant- 
appellee. 


PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v., MASON ARNOLD 


No. 30A02 
(Filed 4 October 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 147 N.C. App. 670, 557 S.E.2d 
119 (2001), finding no error in a judgment entered 12 September 2000 
by Jones (Paul L.), J., in Superior Court, Greene County. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 10 September 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Floyd M. Lewis, Assistant 
Attorney General, for the State. 


William D. Spence for defendant-appellant. 
PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 
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PITTS v. AMERICAN SEC. INS. CO. 
(356 N.C. 292 (2002)] 


MARGARET WILLIAMS PITTS, INDIVIDUALLY AND ON BEHALF OF ALL PERSONS SIMILARLY SIT- 
UATED v. AMERICAN SECURITY INSURANCE COMPANY, AMERICAN SECURITY 
INSURANCE GROUP, STANDARD GUARANTY INSURANCE COMPANY, AND 
WACHOVIA BANK OF NORTH CAROLINA, N.A. 


No. 369PA01 
(Filed 4 October 2002) 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 144 N.C. App. 1, 550 S.E.2d 
179 (2001), reversing in part, vacating in part, and remanding an order 
and opinion entered by Tennille, J.. on 7 February 2000 in Superior 
Court, Pitt County. Heard in the Supreme Court 9 September 2002. 


The Blount Law Firm, P.L.L.C., by Marvin K. Blount, Jr, for 
plaintiff-appellee. 


Smith, Anderson, Blount, Dorsett, Mitchell & Jernigan, L.L.P., 
by Carl N. Patterson, Jr., and Donald H. Tucker, Jr., for defend- 
ant-appellants American Security Insurance Company and 
Standard Guaranty Insurance Company. 


Womble Carlyle Sandridge & Rice, by Burley B. Mitchell, Jr, 
Hada V. Haulsee, and Reid C. Adams, Jr., for defendant- 
appellant Wachovia Bank of North Carolina, N.A. 


Bell, Davis & Pitt, PA., by William K. Davis and Stephen M. 
Russell, on behalf of the National Association of 
Manufacturers, the Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States, and United Services Automobile Association, amici 
curiae. 


North Carolina Justice Center, by Carlene McNulty, on behalf of 
AARP, CRA-NC, Financial Protection Law Center, North 
Carolina Consumer’s Council, North Carolina Justice and 
Community Development Center, and NC PIRG, amici curiae; 
and Financial Protection Law Center, by Mallam J. Maynard, 
amicus curiae. 


Brooks, Pierce, McLendon, Humphrey & Leonard, L.L.P, by 


Edward C. Winslow II and Clinton R. Pinyan, on behalf of 
North Carolina Bankers Association, amicus curiae. 


Rhoda Billings; and Robinson, Bradshaw & Hinson, PA., by 
John M. Conley, on behalf of North Carolina Citizens for 
Business and Industry, amicus curiae. 
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PITTS v. AMERICAN SEC. INS. CO. 
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Lewis & Roberts, PLLC, by Gary W. Jackson, on behalf of the 
North Carolina Academy of Trial Lawyers and the American 
Civil Liberties Union of North Carolina Legal Foundation, Inc., 
amici curiae. 


PER CURIAM. 


Justices ORR, WAINWRIGHT, and EDMUNDS did not participate 
in the consideration or decision of this case. The remaining members 
of the Court were equally divided, with two members voting to affirm 
the decision of the Court of Appeals and two members voting to 
reverse. Therefore, the decision of the Court of Appeals is left undis- 
turbed and stands without precedential value. See Reese v. Barbee, 
350 N.C. 60, 510 S.E.2d 374 (1999); Nesbit v. Howard, 333 N.C. 782, 
429 S.E.2d 730 (1993). 


AFFIRMED. 
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CHARLES PHILLIP BOND ) 
) 
v. ) ORDER 
) 
CY A. GRANT, SR., RESIDENT COURT __ ) 
JUDGE BERTIE COUNTY SUPERIOR __) 
COURT et al. ) 
143A95-A 


This matter having come before the Court on Petitioner’s “Motion 
for Failure to Grant Habeas Corpus Without Delay and Refusal to 
Grant Said Writ, N.C.G.S. § 17-9 and 17-10,” and it appearing to the 
Court that petitioner filed with this Court a paper writing that had 
been notarized on 9 April 2002 titled “Application For A Writ Of 
Habeas Corpus Pursuant To G.S. Chapter 17,” which writing was 
received on or about 11 April 2002; 


And it further appearing that petitioner filed with the Clerk of 
Court for Bertie County a virtually identical paper writing notarized 
on same date and bearing the same title and caption, which was 
received by that court on or about 26 April 2002; 


And it further appearing that this Court considered petitioner’s 
application and on 15 April 2002 entered an order denying petitioner's 
application; 


It is hereby ordered that because petitioner made simultan- 
eous filings in two courts and this Court properly considered and 
denied petitioner’s filing, petitioner’s instant motion is dismissed as 
moot. 


By order of the Court in Court in Conference, this 30th day of 
September, 2002. 


Edmunds, J. 
For the Court 
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STATE v. MORGANHERRING 
(356 N.C. 205 (2002)] 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA ) 
) 
v. ) ORDER 
) 
WILLIAM MORGANHERRING ) 
340A95-2 


Defendant’s petition for Writ of Certiorari filed in this Court on 
15 March 2002 is allowed for the limited purpose of entering the 
following orders: 


The 17 January 2002 orders of Superior Court Judge J. B. Allen, 
Jr. are vacated. This matter is remanded to the Superior Court, Wake 
County, for entry of an order allowing defendant’s 12 October 2001 
motion to allow transportation of defendant from the North Carolina 
Department of Correction to Duke University Medical Center for a 
P.E.T. Scan. Defendant’s Motion for Appropriate Relief is hereby 
remanded for reconsideration subsequent to the administration of 
the P.E.T. scan and any amendments which defendant may file related 
to the P.E.T. scan. 


By order of the Court in Conference this 3rd day of October, 2002, 
at 11:00 a.m. 


Edmunds, J. 
For the Court 


296 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


STATE v. SPRUILL 
[356 N.C. 296 (2002)] 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


V. ORDER 


) 
) 
) 
) 


JOHNNIE LEE SPRUILL ) 
404A92-4 


Defendant’s petition for Writ of Certiorari is allowed for the lim- 
ited purpose of entering the following orders: 


The 1 October 2001 order of Superior Court Judge Cy Grant deny- 
ing defendant’s third Motion for Appropriate Relief, filed 5 June 2001, 
is vacated. Defendant may file amendments to his fourth Motion for 
Appropriate Relief, now pending in the Superior Court, Northampton 
County, pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 15A-1415(g). Notwithstanding the pro- 
visions of N.C.G.S. § 15A-1415(g), defendant shall have at least 30 
days prior to the date of a hearing on the merits in which to file 
amendments. 


By order of the Court in Conference, this 3rd day of October, 
2002, at 11:00 a.m. 


Edmunds, J. 
For the Court 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


ADAMS v. BANK UNITED OF TEXAS FS.B. 

No. 3850P02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 713 

Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 23 September 2002. 
BLEDSOLE v. JOHNSON 

No. 370PA02 


Case below: 150 N.C. App. 619 & Cumberland County 
District Court 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 allowed 3 October 2002 as to issues 1 and 3. Petition by defend- 
ant for writ of certiorari to review the order of the District Court, 
Cumberland County, allowed 3 October 2002. 

BOLICK v. BON WORTH, INC. 

No. 356P02 | 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 428 

Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 

BONEY PUBLISHERS, INC. v. BURLINGTON CITY COUNCIL 

No. 479P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 651 

Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 9 October 2002. 

CAMPEN v. FEATHERSTONE 
No. 377P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 692 


Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 3 October 2002. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 3 October 2002. Justice Orr recused. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


CAROLINA HOLDINGS, INC. v. HOUSING APPEALS BD. 
OF THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE 


No. 230P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 579 


Motion by respondent to dismiss appeal allowed 3 October 2002. 
Petition by petitioner for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 3 October 2002. Conditional petition by respondent for dis- 
cretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 3 
October 2002. 


CROWFIELDS CONDO. ASS’N v. SMITH 
No. 485P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 747 


Petition by defendants pro se for discretionary review pursuant 
to G.S. 7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. Motion by defendants pro se to 
amend the petition to change fonts, format & typographical concerns 
allowed 3 October 2002. 


CUMMINGS v. GLIDDEN CO. 
No. 455P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 297 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


BATMAN LEASING, INC. v. EMPIRE FIRE & MARINE INS. CO. 
No. 525P01 
Case below: 145 N.C. App. 278 


Petition by defendant (Empire Fire & Marine Insurance 
Company) for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 3 
October 2002. Petition by defendant (Empire Fire & Marine Insurance 
Company) for writ of certiorari to review the decision of the North 
Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


ESTATE OF HENDRICKSON v. GENESIS HEALTH VENTURE, INC. 
No. 406P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 139 


Petition by plaintiffs for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 2002. 
Conditional petition by defendants (Genesis Elder Care Network 
Services, Inc. and Genesis Eldercare Rehabilitation Services, Inc.) for 
discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 3 
October 2002. 


FOSTER v. U.S. AIRWAYS, INC. 
No. 280P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 913 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


FRAZIER v. COOPER 
No. 417P02 
Case below: Craven County Superior Court 


Applications by petitioner pro se for writ of habeas corpus 
denied 3 September 2002. Expedited petition by plaintiff pro se to 
rehear and reconsider 417P02 denied 3 September 2002. 


FRAZIER v. STATE OF N.C. 
No. 413P02 
Case below: Craven County Superior Court 


Notice of appeal to the Suprerne Court by plaintiff pro se denied 
3 September 2002. Petition by plaintiff pro se for leave and order to 
proceed as an indigent appellant denied 3 September 2002. Motion by 
plaintiff pro se objections and exceptions of the Sanford Steelman, Jr. 
orders filed in the Craven County Clerk’s office denied 3 September 
2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


FRAZIER v. STEELMAN 
No. 388P02 
Case below: Wake County Superior Court 


Motion by plaintiff pro se and memorandum of Bayard v. 
Singleton N.C. Jurisprudence overlooked by this court denied 3 
September 2002. Justice Edmunds recused. 


FUTRELL v. RESINALL CORP. 
No. 399A02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 456 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addition to those 
presented as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the Court of 
Appeals allowed 3 October 2002. 


GRINDSTAFF v. BYERS 
No. 442A02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 288 


Motion by plaintiff for temporary stay denied 27 August 2002. 
Motion by defendant (J. Byers) for temporary stay allowed 5 
September 2002. Second motion by plaintiff for stay denied 9 
September 2002. Motion by defendant for judicial assistance and clar- 
ification of previous orders entered by the Supreme Court allowed 9 
September 2002 as follows: 1. The Honorable Rebecca Knight of the 
Buncombe County District Court is to immediately, upon receipt of 
the mandate from the North Carolina Court of Appeals on Monday, 
September 9, 2002, enter an Order awarding custody to the defend- 
ant, Jonathan Byers, pursuant to that mandate. 2. The Buncombe 
County District Court is prohibited from entering further orders for 
custody in this matter, with the exception of the order mandated by 
the North Carolina Court of Appeals on September 9, 2002. Motion by 
plaintiff to withdraw appeal allowed 9 September 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


HARBORGATE PROP. OWNERS ASSN v. 
MOUNTAIN LAKE SHORES DEV. CORP. 


No. 520A01 
Case below: 145 N.C. App. 290 


Petition by petitioner for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. Petition by respondents, New 
Harborgate Corporation and Bluebird Corportion, for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. Motion by peti- 
tioner to have issue treated as N.C.App. R. 15(d) request rather than 
Rule 14(a) Appeal of right denied 3 October 2002. Motion by respond- 
ents, New Harborgate Corporation and Bluebird Corporation, to dis- 
miss appeal allowed 3 October 2002. 


HARLLEE v. HARLLEE 
No. 378P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 40 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7 
A-31 withdrawn 5 September 2002. Motion by plaintiff to be allowed 
to withdraw petition for discretionary review allowed 5 September 
2002. 


HARRELL v. HAWLEY 
No. 104PA02 
Case below: 148 N.C. App. 214 


Joint motion to withdraw appeal allowed 10 September 2002. 


HILL v. HILL 
No. 688P01 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 313 


Motion by defendants (Garford Hill, Jewell Hiil, Barbara Garrison 
and William Garrison) to dismiss appeal for lack of substantial con- 
stitutional question allowed 3 October 2002. Petition by plaintiff for 
discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 
Motion by plaintiff for summary remand denied 3 October 2002. 
Motion by plaintiff not to remove Hon. Mark D. Martin denied 3 
October 2002. 


302 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


ICARD v. ICARD 
No. 386P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 717 


Petition by plaintiff for writ of certiorari to review the decision of 
the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 2002. 


IN RE CLARK 

No. 402P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 286 

Petition by petitioner for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 
IN RE PINEAULT 

No. 468P02 

Case below: 152 N.C. App. 196 

Petition by respondent (Pineault) for discretionary review pur- 
suant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 
IN RE RAMSEY 

No. 394P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 597 


Notice of appeal by respondent (Brandi Ramsey) pursuant to G.S. 
7A-30 (substantial constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 3 
October 2002. Petition by respondent (Brandi Ramsey) for discre- 
tionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


INTEGON SPECIALTY INS. CO. v. AUSTIN 
No. 432P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 593 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


JENKINS v. PIEDMONT AVIATION SERVS. 
No. 12P02 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 419 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. Petition by defendants for writ of super- 
sedeas and motion for temporary stay denied 3 October 2002. 


KANIPE v. LANE UPHOLSTERY 
No. 435P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 478 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. Conditional petition by plaintiff for dis- 
cretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 3 
October 2002. 


KELLY v. WEYERHAEUSER CO. 
No. 384P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 713 


Petition by plaintiff pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 
2002. 


KOONE v. BENTON 
No. 656P01 
Case below: 146 N.C. App. 752 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
TA-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


LEGRANDE v. STATE 
No. 327P02 
Case below: Stanly County Superior Court 


Petition by plaintiff for rehearing on civil complaint against State 
for malicious and deliberate erroneous convictions, imprisonments, 
and sentence of death in capital cases 95CRS567 and 95CRS847 
denied 3 October 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


LIBORIO v. KING 
No. 301P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 531 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G:S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


MILEY v. H.C. BARRETT & ASSOCS. 

No. 347P02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 437 

Petition by plaintiffs for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 2002. 
N.C. STATE BAR v. GILBERT 

No. 434A02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 299 

Motion by defendant for temporary stay allowed 22 August 2002. 


ORTHODONTIC CTRS. OF AM., INC. v. HANACHI 
No. 375P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 133 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


RUSSELL v. LABORATORY CORP. OF AM. 
No. 333P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 63 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 17 September 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


SIBLEY v. N.C. BD. OF THERAPY EXAM’RS 
No. 429A02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 367 


Notice of appeal by petitioner pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissecdl ex mero motu 3 October 2002. 
Petition by petitioner for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addition to those presented 
as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the Court of Appeals denied 
3 October 2002. Petition by petitioner for discretionary review pur- 
suant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 8 October 2002. 


SINGLETON v. HAYWOOD ELEC. MEMBERSHIP CORP. 
No. 403A02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 197 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addition to those 
presented as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the Court of 
Appeals allowed 3 October 2002. 

STATE v. ALEXANDER 
No. 408P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 598 


Motion by plaintiff to dismiss appeal allowed 3 October 2002. 
Petition by defendant for writ of supersedeas denied and temporary 
stay dissolved 3 October 2002. Petition by defendant for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


STATE v. ALSTON 
No. 507P02 
Case below: 1388 N.C. App. 327 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals dismissed 3 October 
2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. ARMISTEAD 
No. 359P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 714 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 2002. 


STATE v. ARTIS 
No. 489A02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 749 


Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 3 October 2002. 


STATE v. BILLINGS 
No. 414P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 598 


Petition by defendant pro se for discretionary review pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


STATE v. BROWN 
No. 444P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 598 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 
2002. 


STATE v. BROWN 
No. 643P01 
Case below: 146 N.C. App. 590 


Motion by Attorney General to dismiss appeal allowed 3 October 
2002. Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 307 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. BULLIN | 
No. 379P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 631 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


STATE v. CLIFTON 
No. 381P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 599 


Motion by Attorney General to dismiss appeal allowed 3 October 
2002. Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


STATE v. CONAWAY 
No. 389A92-4 
Case below: Richmond County Superior Court 


Application by defendant for writ of habeas corpus denied 3 
September 2002. 


STATE v. DAVIS 
No. 75P02 
Case below: 148 N.C. App. 215 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. Alternative petition by defendant for 
writ of certiorari to review the decision of the North Carolina Court 
of Appeals denied 3 October 2002. 


STATE v. GALLOWAY 
No. 536A01 
Case below: 145 N.C. App. 555 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 3 October 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. GARVIN 
No. 441P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 749 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 3 October 2002. Petition 
by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 
3 October 2002. 


STATE v. GREENE 
No. 233P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 668 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 15 August 2002. Petition 
by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 
15 August 2002. 


STATE v. HARRIS 
No. 345A92-4 
Case below: Onslow County Superior Court 


Petition by plaintiff for writ of certiorari to review the order of 
the Superior Court, Onslow County, dismissed 3 October 2002. 
Motion by defendant to dismiss petition for writ of certiorari allowed 
3 October 2002. 


STATE v. JACOBS 
No. 149P02 
Case below: 137 N.C. App. 588 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. JOHNSON 
No. 500P02 
Case below: 148 N.C. App. 407 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 
2002. 


STATE v. JONES 

No. 510P02 

Case below: 152 N.C. App. 719 

Petition by defendant pro se for discretionary review pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 
STATE v. KUBRICHT 

No. 422P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 600 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. Motion by plaintiff to deny petition for 
discretionary review dismissed as moot 3 October 2002. 


STATE v. LEWIS 
No. 446P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 600 


Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 3 October 2002. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 3 October 2002. Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to 
review the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals dismissed 
3 October 2002. 


STATE v. LEWIS 
No. 426P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 600 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. MALLOY 
No. 419P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 600 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 
2002. 


STATE v. McCRAE 
No. 447P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 601 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal filed by 
‘defendant pro se for lack of substantial constitutional question 
allowed 3 October 2002. Petition by defendant pro se for discre- 
tionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


STATE v. MCDONALD 

No. 400P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 236 

Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 3 October 2002. Petition 
by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 
3 October 2002. 
STATE v. MILLER 

No. 453P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 601 

Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 2002. 
STATE v. PAYNE 

No. 4381P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 601 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT dll 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. QUICK 
No. 457P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 220 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 3 October 2002. Petition 
by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 
3 October 2002. 

STATE v. SMITH 
No. 490P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 29 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 
2002. 

STATE v. SPRUILL 

No. 404A92-4 

Case below: Northampton County Superior Court 

Motion by defendant for remand dismissed as moot 3 October 
2002. 

STATE v. STARNER 

No. 498P02 | 

Case below: 152 N.C. App. 150 

Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 
2002. 

STATE v. STONE 
No. 601P01 
Case below: 146 N.C. App. 308 


Motion by Attorney General to dismiss appeal allowed 3 October 
2002. Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. STRANGE 

No. 481 P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 751 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 
STATE v. STREETER 

No. 651P01 

Case below: 146 N.C. App. 594 

Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 2002. 
STATE v. VALENTINE 

No. 274P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 979 

Notice of appeal by defendant pro se pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (sub- 
stantial constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 3 October 
2002. Petition by defendant pro se for discretionary review pursuant 
to G.S. 7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 
STATE v. WALTERS 

No. 542P01 

Case below: 145 N.C. App. 505 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 3 October 2002. 
STATE v. WILLIAMS 

No. 521PA02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 192 


Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay allowed 3 
October 2002 pending petition for discretionary review. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. WILLIAMS 
No. 278A99 
Case below: 355 N.C. 501 


Motion by defendant to supplement argument in support of 
motions to stay the mandate, to correct opinion, and for further relief 
denied 19 September 2002. Motion by Attorney General to strike 
defendant’s supplementary argument allowed 19 September 2002. 
Motion by defendant to correct opinion denied 19 September 2002. 
Motion by defendant for a temporary stay of mandate denied 19 
September 2002. Motion by defendant for other relief denied 19 
September 2002. 


STATE v. WILLIAMS 
No. 448P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 535 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 
2002. 


STATE v. WILSON 
No. 405P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 219 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 2002. 


STEVENS v. GUZMAN 
No. 254P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 974 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STEVENS v. GUZMAN 
No. 97P01-2 


Case below: 149 N.C. App. 974 
140 N.C. App. 780 
354 N.C. 214 


Petition by plaintiff for writ of certiorari to review the decisions 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 October 2002. 
Motion by plaintiff to reconsider the Supreme Court’s ruling of 5 
October 2001 (354 N.C. 214) denied 3 October 2002. 


STUBBS v. NICHOLAS HOLDINGS, L.P. 
No. 3869P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 718 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 


TRASK v. PENDER CTY. 
No. 487P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 602 


Petition by petitioners for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
(A-31 denied 3 October 2002. Petition by respondents for discre- 
tionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 3 October 
2002. 


VITTITOE v. VITTITOE 

No. 418P02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 400 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G:S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 
WARD v. LONG BEACH VOL. RESCUE SQUAD 

No. 464P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 717 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


WHITESIDE ESTATES, INC. v. HIGHLANDS COVE, L.L.C. 
No. 657P01 
Case below: 146 N.C. App. 449 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 3 October 2002. Conditional petition by defendant for 
discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 3 
October 2002. 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT 


STATE v. BARDEN 
[356 N.C. 316 (2002)] 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. [ZIAH BARDEN 


No. 96A01 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Confessions and Incriminating Statements— motion to 
suppress—failure to give Miranda warnings—no arrest or 
restraint 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder 
prosecution by denying defendant’s motion to suppress evidence 
of statements he made to police on 5 April 1998 and 16 April 1998 
and by allowing the subsequent admission of those statements 
into evidence at trial even though defendant was not given 
Miranda warnings, because the totality of circumstances shows 
that defendant was not in custody in that a reasonable person in 
defendant's position would not have believed that he was under 
arrest or that he was restrained to a degree that would cause him 
to believe he was formally arrested when: (1) for both interviews, 
defendant voluntarily drove his own car to meet police for ques- 
tioning; (2) defendant was repeatedly informed both before he 
agreed to talk with investigators and after he arrived for ques- 
tioning that he was not under arrest and was free to leave at any 
time; (3) at no point during the interaction between defendant 
and the police was defendant ever restrained or confined to the 
degree associated with a formal arrest; and (4) at the conclusion 
of each interview, defendant was allowed to go. 


. Confessions and Incriminating Statements— motion to 


suppress—voluntariness 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder 
prosecution by denying defendant’s motion to suppress evidence 
of statements he made to police on 5 April 1998 and 16 April 1998 
even though defendant contends they were not voluntary, 
because: (1) defendant was offered drinks and cigarettes during 
one of his interviews; (2) defendant was allowed to use the 
restroom without being escorted by an officer; (3) defendant was 
not restrained or handcuffed during either session; (4) neither 
interview was prolonged; and (5) the record is devoid of any sug- 
gestion of physical threats to or pressure exerted on defendant to 
obtain a statement. 
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3. Search and Seizure— defendant’s shoes—bloodstain— 
voluntariness 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder 
prosecution by admitting evidence of blood derived from a pair of 
shoes seized from defendant that he was wearing on 5 April 1998 
while he was being interviewed by police, because the totality of 
circumstances reveals that defendant voluntarily gave his shoes 
to the police when: (1) defendant was neither placed in a coer- 
cive environment where he surrendered the shoes to the officers 
nor subjected to duress to the point that defendant felt he had no 
other meaningful choice; (2) a reasonable person in defendant's 
position would not have believed that he was under arrest; (3) 
defendant voluntarily provided his shoes to the officers for 
inspection; and (4) the retention of the shoes did not immobilize 
defendant since investigators gave defendant a pair of slippers to 
wear home. 


4. Jury— capital selection—peremptory challenges— 
Batson—racial discrimination 


The trial court erred in a capital first-degree murder prose- 
cution by holding that defendant had not made a prima facie 
showing of racial discrimination at the time he raised a Batson 
objection to the prosecutor’s peremptory challenges of two 
African-American prospective jurors and the case is remanded to 
the trial court for the limited purpose of holding a hearing pur- 
suant to Batson to give the State an opportunity to present race- 
neutral reasons for striking these prospective jurors. 


5. Appeal and Error— preservation of issues—failure to 
object—jury voir dire—plain error doctrine inapplicable 


Although defendant in a capital first-degree murder prosecu- 
tion contends the trial court erred during jury selection by allow- 
ing the prosecutor to make irnproper comments on defendant's 
right to testify, to ask prosecutors whether the death penalty is a 
necessary law, to inject into jury selection the issue of the vic- 
tim’s race, to attempt to establish rapport with prospective 
jurors, and to make incomplete and misleading statements con- 
cerning the sentencing phase during jury selection, defendant has 
failed to properly preserve these issues for review because: (1) 
defendant did not raise a timely objection to any of these state- 
ments; and (2) our Supreme Court has declined to extend appli- 
cation of the plain error doctrine to situations where a party has 
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failed to object to statements made by the other party during 
jury voir dire. 


. Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—victim a Hispanic 


man from Mexico 


The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first- 
degree murder prosecution by failing to intervene ex mero motu 
during the prosecutor’s opening argument stating that the victim 
was a Hispanic man who moved here from Mexico even though 
defendant contends the prosecutor improperly used the victim’s 
race to urge the jury to convict defendant and to pressure the jury 
to prove that it was not prejudiced against the Hispanic commu- 
nity, because: (1) the statement was a passing reference to the 
victim’s ethnic background in a substantial opening argument; 
and (2) it was not clear that the reference to the victim’s race was 
improper at all, let alone grossly improper. 


. Evidence— testimony from victim’s supervisor—victim’s 


character—work ethic—responsibleness 

The trial court did not commit plain error in a capital 
first-degree murder prosecution by admitting evidence from the 
victim’s supervisor about the victim’s work ethic and respon- 
sibleness, because the evidence was relevant to explain the 
particular circumstances of the crime including: (1) the victim’s 
various duties and responsibilities; (2) why the victim worked 
late nights; (3) the victim’s work habits; and (4) the victim’s pay- 
day routine as well as where and how he kept his money. 


. Evidence— testimony from victim’s brother—victim’s wal- 


let—in-court identification of victim’s wife and daughter 


The trial court did not commit plain error in a capital first- 
degree murder prosecution by admitting evidence from the 
victim’s brother concerning the victim’s wallet, the fact that the 
victim sent money back to his wife and child in Mexico, and an 
in-court identification of the victim’s wife and daughter, because: 
(1) the evidence was relevant to explain the victim’s habits in 
handling his salary; (2) the testimony of the witness both 
describes the victim carrying in his wallet the money received 
after cashing his paycheck and explains the reasons the victim 
needed cash; and (3) the mere identification of the victim’s wife 
and daughter at trial does not constitute improper victim-impact 
evidence. 


9. 


10. 
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Evidence— photograph of victim—relevancy 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder 
prosecution by allowing the introduction of a photograph of the 
victim taken three months before his death, because: (1) the pho- 
tograph was relevant to demonstrate the victim’s appearance 
before the murder and help establish a basis from which the med- 
ical examiner could testify as to the various wounds inflicted 
upon the victim; and (2) it has consistently been held that during 
the guilt-innocence phase of a trial, a photograph of the victim 
taken before death is admissible. 


Homicide— first-degree felony murder—motion to dis- 
miss—sufficiency of evidence—armed robbery 


The trial court did not err by denying defendant’s motion to 
dismiss the charge of first-degree felony murder even though 
defendant contends the evidence was insufficient to support the 
underlying felony of armed robbery, because the evidence reveals 
that: (1) defendant wanted to borrow more money from the vic- 
tim, but the victim refused the loan request; (2) the fatal blows to 
the victim’s skull, the taking of the wallet, and the discarding of 
evidence occurred in an unbroken transaction after the victim 
turned his back to defendant; and (3) the particular point in this 
sequence where the robbery occurred is immaterial when the 
death and the taking are so connected as to form a continuous 
chain of events. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—defendant’s exer- 
cise of right not to testify 


The trial court did not err in a capital] first-degree murder 
prosecution by allegedly allowing the prosecutor to improperly 
comment during closing arguments on defendant’s exercise of his 
right not to testify at trial, because: (1) the prosecutor did not 
directly implicate defendant’s right not to testify, but instead the 
prosecutor attempted to demonstrate to the jury that defense 
counsel’s argument that the murder was not premeditated could 
not explain either defendant’s statement to the police or the 
nature of defendant’s attack on the victim; (2) even assuming 
the prosecutor’s rhetorical question about why defendant moved 
the victim’s body can be perceived as touching on defendant's 
decision not to testify, the trial court did not commit error by fail- 
ing to intervene ex mero motu; and (3) the prosecutor's state- 
ments that the State’s case was uncontradicted is not an improper 
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comment on defendant’s failure to testify since contradictions in 
the State’s evidence, if such existed, could have been shown by 
the testimony of others or by cross-examination of the State’s 
witnesses themselves. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—biblical arguments 


The trial court did not err by failing to intervene ex mero 
motu in a capital first-degree murder prosecution during the 
prosecutor’s biblical arguments, because the prosecutor did not 
argue that the Bible commanded a guilty verdict, but instead 
analogized the murder of Abel by Cain to the case at bar to 
emphasize the importance of the evidence derived from the 
victim’s blood and to point out that the blood “spoke” after the 
victim had been silenced. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—defendant failed 
to corroborate defense 


The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first- 
degree murder prosecution by failing to sustain defendant’s 
objection to the prosecutor’s argument that defendant did not 
call a dentist to corroborate his defense that the victim caused 
defendant considerable pain by slapping defendant on the cheek 
when defendant had a toothache, because the prosecutor may 
argue that a defendant failed to produce a witness or other testi- 
mony to refute the State’s case. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—voluntary 
manslaughter 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder 
prosecution by failing to intervene ex mero motu during the pros- 
ecutor’s argument concerning the trial court’s submission of 
voluntary manslaughter, because: (1) the challenged argument 
correctly stated that voluntary manslaughter did not include the 
element of malice; (2) the prosecutor was arguing his theory of 
the case and asking the jury to reject any interpretation of the evi- 
dence that would allow it to return a verdict of guilty of voluntary 
manslaughter; and (3) the jury was notified that the attorneys’ 
arguments were only advocacy while the trial court supplied 
the law. | 
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Sentencing— aggravating circumstances—felony involving 
the use or threat of violence to the person—testimony of 
rape victim 

The trial court did not comrnit error or plain error in a capi- 
tal first-degree murder sentencing proceeding by permitting a 
State’s witness to testify to prior events surrounding her attack 
and rape by defendant in support of the submission of the 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3) aggravating circumstance that defend- 
ant had been previously convicted of a felony involving the use or 
threat of violence to the person, because: (1) the State is entitled 
to present witnesses in the penalty phase of the trial to prove the 
circumstances of prior convictions and is not limited to the intro- 
duction of evidence of the record of conviction; (2) the witness's 
testimony that defendant’s friends told her to do what defendant 
said while he was attempting to remove her clothes based on the 
fact ‘that defendant was crazy was not hearsay since it was 
offered to explain the effect of the words on the victim; (3) the 
testimony was not too vivid or disturbing to be unfairly prejudi- 
cial, and the evidence was admissible to illuminate the circum- 
stances surrounding the prior violent felony committed by 
defendant; (4) the trial court was not required to strike the testi- 
mony that the witness was extremely bitter with defendant since 
it merely pointed out that defendant’s question was accurate in 
assuming that the witness was embittered but was inaccurate as 
to the reason; and (5) the witness was not claiming to have testi- 
fied as to the objective truth. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—improper state- 
ment that defendant requested mitigating circumstance of 
no significant history of prior criminal activity 

The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder 
sentencing proceeding by allowing the prosecutor to improperly 
comment during closing arguments that defendant requested 
the submission of the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(1) mitigating cir- 
cumstance that defendant has no significant history of prior 
criminal activity when defendant specifically requested that the 
(f)(1) mitigator not be submitted, because: (1) the prosecutor 
immediately corrected himself during his argument by stating 
that the trial court would present the mitigating circumstance to 
the jury; and (2) any misunderstanding was cured when the trial 
court instructed that the defendant did not seek this mitigating 
circumstance. 


322 


17. 


18. 


19. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 


STATE v. BARDEN 
[356 N.C. 316 (2002)] 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—facts outside the 
record 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by failing to intervene ex mero motu when 
the prosecutor allegedly argued facts outside the record includ- 
ing statements that there was no evidence that the victim slapped 
defendant and that the victim probably could have lived but 
defendant did not know that, because: (1) the first statement 
about the lack of evidence may be read as pointing out that 
defendant’s statement that the victim slapped him was uncorrob- 
orated; and (2) the second statement was only a passing com- 
ment made in a lengthy argument, and even if defendant had 
objected, it had no prejudicial effect. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—race 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by failing to intervene ex mero motu during 
the prosecutor’s closing argument concerning whether the 
Hispanic victim and his family could receive justice in Sampson 
County because the argument was not designed to generate an 
issue of race in the trial but instead sought to remind the jury of 
the victim’s humanity despite the victim’s social status and mod- 
est economic means. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—misstatements of 
law 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by allegedly allowing the prosecutor to mis- 
state the law during his closing arguments including statements 
that mitigating circumstances were synonymous with excuses, 
that fewer than all jurors could find an aggravating circumstance, 
that the jury could return a death sentence based solely on the 
aggravating circumstances, that misrepresented the significance 
of Issue Three, and that the jury it had already found an aggra- 
vating circumstance of pecuniary gain based on its conviction of 
defendant for armed robbery during the guilt-innocence phase, 
because: (1) the statements made by the prosecutor, while not 
technically correct, were not so misleading that the trial court 
erred by failing to intervene ex mero motu; (2) any misstatements 
of law by the prosecutor were cured by proper instructions given 
by the trial court when it charged the jury; and (3) the prosecu- 
tor’s statement that armed robbery “is” pecuniary gain was not so 
wide of the mark as to constitute reversible error. 
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Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—voice and con- 
science of community 


The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first- 
degree murder sentencing proceeding by allegedly allowing the 
prosecutor to argue that the jury's accountability to its commu- 
nity should lead it to vote for death, because: (1) the prosecutor 
properly argued to the jury that it was the voice and moral con- 
science of the community without suggesting that the jury lend 
an ear to the community; (2) the prosecutor urged the jury to 
remember that the final responsibility for the case rested with the 
jury; and (3) the prosecutor did not contend that the community 
demanded defendant’s execution but instead asked the jury not 
to do itself and the community the disservice of returning a rec- 
ommendation of life imprisonment. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—defendant killed 
victim to eliminate witness 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by allowing the prosecutor to argue that 
defendant killed the victim to eliminate him as a witness, because 
the prosecutor’s comments on efforts arguably made by defend- 
ant to escape successfully and enjoy the use of the stolen money 
were not so grossly improper as to require the court to intervene 
ex mero motu when the robbery and the infliction of mortal 
wounds to the victim were intertwined parts of a continuous 
transaction. 


Sentencing— victim’s good character—impact of crime on 
victim’s family 

The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by admitting the State’s evidence and argu- 
ment concerning both the victim’s good character and the impact 
of the crime on the victim’s family, because: (1) the testimony 
from the victim’s wife and the victim’s brother fell squarely within 
the reach of N.C.G.S. § 15A-833 and was not so prejudicial that it 
made the trial fundamentally unfair; and (2) N.C.G.S. § 15A-833 
permits introduction of victim-impact evidence at sentencing and 
although it may have been preferable for the prosecutor to fore- 
cast that defendant’s lawyer would argue that the jury should not 
consider such evidence, rather than it could not, it is not imper- 
missible for one side to attempt in argument to address the antic- 
ipated arguments of the opposition. 
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Sentencing— aggravating circumstances—murder espe- 
cially heinous, atrocious, or cruel 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by submitting the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(9) 
aggravating circumstance that the murder was especially 
heinous, atrocious, or cruel, because: (1) defendant borrowed 
money from the victim to support a drug habit and struck the vic- 
tim on the head fourteen times when the victim refused a second 
request to borrow money that same night; (2) at least half of the 
fourteen wounds penetrated the victim’s skull; (3) while a pathol- 
ogist testified that two of the wounds were considered significant 
injuries to the victim’s head that would likely instantly incapaci- 
tate the victim, defendant’s statement suggested that the victim 
did not die immediately; and (4) viewed in the light most favor- 
able to the State, the murder was violent and depraved. 


Sentencing— mitigating circumstances—no significant his- 
tory of prior criminal activity 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by submitting the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(1) 
mitigating circumstance that defendant has no significant history 
of prior criminal activity even though defendant’s prior criminal 
record consists of a 1984 conviction for rape, because: (1) the 
presence of some evidence of a defendant’s prior violent criminal 
activity does not preclude submission of the (f)(1) mitigator; (2) 
a defense expert testified that defendant had no significant his- 
tory of prior criminal activity and that defendant’s behavior on 
the night of the alleged crime was out of character for him; and 
(3) defendant sought during cross-examination of the rape victim 
to convince the jury that the victim’s version of the events was 
not believable. 


Sentencing— aggravating circumstances—mitigating cir- 
cumstances—no significant history of prior criminal activ- 
ity—prior violent felony 


Although defendant contends the trial court erred in a capital 
first-degree murder sentencing proceeding by submitting both 
the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(1) mitigating circumstance that 
defendant has no significant history of prior criminal activity and 
the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3) aggravating circumstance that 
defendant had been previously convicted of a felony involving 
the use or threat of violence to the person, our Supreme Court 
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has consistently held that the submission of both of these cir- 
cumstances is proper. 


Sentencing— mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory— 
defendant’s good reputation in community 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by failing to submit defendant’s proposed 
nonstatutory mitigating circumstance concerning defendant’s 
good reputation in the community in which he lives, because: (1) 
defendant’s eight character witnesses who presented evidence of 
laudable personal characteristics and specific instances of good 
conduct did not address defendant’s actual reputation in the com- 
munity; and (2) even assuming the trial court did err, the error 
was harmless beyond a reasonable doubt since the court submit- 
ted two mitigating circumstances relating to defendant’s charac- 
ter evidence and the jury was not prevented from considering 
defendant's mitigating evidence. 


Sentencing— mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory— 
defendant a responsible praiseworthy worker—failure to 
give peremptory instruction 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by failing to peremptorily instruct on the non- 
statutory mitigating circumstance that defendant was a responsi- 
ble praiseworthy worker who supervisors relied on, because the 
evidence of this circumstance was controverted by: (1) testimony 
by one of defendant’s supervisors that defendant was given a 
leave of absence to attend a drug-treatment center; and (2) testi- 
mony by a defense expert that defendant’s chronic alcohol abuse 
caused him to lose a number of jobs. 


Sentencing— mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory— 
defendant a productive member of U.S. Army—failure to 
give peremptory instruction 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by failing to peremptorily instruct on the non- 
statutory mitigating circumstance that defendant was a produc- 
tive member of the U.S. Army, because: (1) although defendant 
was a competent soldier and received an honorable discharge 
during his first term of enlistment, he was convicted of rape dur- 
ing his second term and dishonorably discharged; and (2) the trial 
court provided a peremptory instruction as to the related non- 


326 


29. 


30. 


31. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 


STATE v. BARDEN 
[356 N.C. 316 (2002)] 


statutory mitigating circumstance that defendant was honorably 
discharged from the United States Army. 


Sentencing— mitigating circumstances—inability to appre- 
ciate criminality of conduct or to conform to law—failure 
to give peremptory instruction 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by failing to peremptorily instruct on the 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(6) mitigating circumstance that defend- 
ant’s capacity to appreciate the criminality of his conduct or to 
conform his conduct to the requirements of the law was 
impaired, because: (1) the testimony of an expert witness 
who has prepared an analysis of a defendant in preparation for 
trial lacks the indicia of reliability based on the self-interest 
inherent in obtaining appropriate medical treatment; and (2) in 
light of the defense expert’s reservations and the inconsistencies 
between defendant's statements, it cannot be said that this cir- 
cumstance was supported by uncontroverted and manifestly 
credible evidence. 


Sentencing— mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory— 
alcohol abuse by mother and family members—failure to 
give peremptory instruction 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by failing to peremptorily instruct on the non- 
statutory mitigating circumstance that defendant’s mother 
abused alcohol as did other family members, because in light of 
defendant’s family ties with the witnesses and the lack of specific 
evidence as to defendant’s contact with the drinking, it cannot be 
said that uncontroverted and manifestly credible evidence 
existed to support a peremptory charge as to this circumstance. 


Sentencing— mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory— 
defendant exposed to violence among family members as a 
child—failure to give peremptory instruction 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by failing to peremptorily instruct on the non- 
statutory mitigating circumstance that defendant was exposed to 
violence among family members as a child, because the family 
relationship between defendant and the witnesses and the uncer- 
tainties expressed in their testimony reveals that there was not 
the requisite manifest credibility to require a peremptory instruc- 
tion on this circumstance. 
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Sentencing— mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory— 
defendant witnessed mother returning home with men in 
drunken state—failure to give peremptory instruction 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder 
sentencing proceeding by failing to peremptorily instruct on the 
nonstatutory mitigating circumstance that as a child defendant 
witnessed his mother returning home with men in a drunken 
state, because: (1) the record contains no suggestion that defend- 
ant’s mother would leave home to find these visitors or, having 
left home for whatever reason, would return with them; and (2) 
the instruction is ambiguous in that it could refer to the drunken 
state of either the mother or the various men. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—defendant’s fail- 
ure to call wife to testify 


Although the trial court erred in a capital first-degree murder 
sentencing proceeding by failing to give a detailed peremptory 
curative instruction after the prosecutor improperly commented 
about defendant’s failure to call his wife to testify, the error was 
not prejudicial because: (1) although the trial court failed to sus- 
tain defendant’s initial objection when the prosecutor strayed 
into improper territory, the trial court sustained defendant’s 
renewed objection as soon as the prosecutor began to develop 
this theme and the trial court instructed the jury to disregard that 
argument; (2) evidence of defendant’s guilt was strong and 
included a confession; and (3) defendant failed to establish under 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-1448 that a different verdict would have resulted 
if the trial court had sustained defendant’s objection more 
promptly and given a properly detailed curative instruction. 


Sentencing— aggravating circumstances—pecuniary gain— 
jury instructions 

The trial court did not commit plain error in a capital first- 
degree murder sentencing proceeding by its instruction on the 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(6) pecuniary gain aggravating circum- 
stance even though defendant contends it allowed the jury to find 
the aggravating circumstance without finding that the motive for 
the murder was pecuniary gain. 


Sentencing— capital—death penalty—no influence of pas- 
sion or prejudice 

The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder case by 
sentencing defendant to the death penalty even though defendant 
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contends it was imposed under the influence of passion or preju- 
dice in violation of N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(d)(2), because: (1) 
the prosecutor based his decision to seek the death penalty on 
the number of aggravating circumstances, the seriousness of the 
case, and the treatment of other similar cases; (2) there was no 
impropriety whatsoever in the trial judge’s humane words of 
encouragement to a defendant who had just been told that he is 
going to die; and (8) the jury’s failure to find twenty-five of the 
twenty-seven submitted mitigating circumstances did not demon- 
strate the jurors behaved irrationally. 


Sentencing— capital—death penalty proportionate 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder case 
by sentencing defendant to the death penalty, because: (1) the 
jury found three aggravating circumstances including the 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(8) prior crime of violence aggravator, 
the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(6) pecuniary gain aggravator, and the 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(9) especially heinous, atrocious or cruel 
aggravator; (2) defendant bludgeoned the victim in the head 
numerous times, changed weapons during the course of the 
attack, and defendant acknowledged that the victim may have 
been alive after the attack but took no steps to assist the victim; 
(3) defendant instituted the attack only after the victim, who had 
already loaned defendant money once that night, refused to make 
a second loan of twenty dollars; and (4) defendant’s attack began 
after the victim turned his back to defendant to resume his duties 
at work. 


Appeal as of right pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-27(a) from a judg- 


ment imposing a sentence of death entered by Balog, J., on 12 
November 1999 in Superior Court, Sampson County, upon a jury ver- 
dict finding defendant guilty of first-degree murder. On 25 June 2001, 


the 


Supreme Court allowed defendant’s motion to bypass the Court 


of Appeals as to an additional judgment. Heard in the Supreme Court 
14 February 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by William N. Farrell, Jr., Senior 
Deputy Attorney General; John G. Barnwell, Assistant Attorney 
General; and Ellen Scouten, Special Deputy Attorney General, 
for the State. 


Staples Hughes, Appellate Defender, by Daniel R. Pollitt, 
Assistant Appellate Defender, for defendant-appellant. 
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EDMUNDS, Justice. 


Defendant was indicted for first-degree murder and robbery with 
a dangerous weapon. The trial began on 1 November 1999, and 
defendant was found guilty of first-degree murder under felony mur- 
der rule and guilty of robbery with a dangerous weapon. At defend- 
ant’s capital sentencing proceeding, the jury found that the mitigating 
circumstances were insufficient to outweigh the aggravating circum- 
stances and recommended a sentence of death. On 12 November 
1999, the court entered judgment imposing a death sentence for the 
first-degree murder conviction while arresting judgment on the con- 
viction for armed robbery. 


Both defendant, Iziah Barden. and the victim, Felipe Resendiz, 
were employed by Master Casings, a business located in Clinton, 
North Carolina. Defendant was a machine operator, while the victim 
was a contract worker who cleaned the equipment in the evenings. 
The victim’s responsibilities often required that he work until 1:00 or 
2:00 a.m., and he would close the business when he left. 


Friday, 27 March 1998, was a payday at Master Casings. Around 
4:30 that afternoon, the victim cashed his paycheck at a bank, then 
began work at the plant at 6:00 p.ra. He was stil] on the job when the 
plant janitor left the building at 10:30 p.m. 


The next morning, two workers found the lifeless victim lying 
facedown in the plant. They observed obvious wounds to the back of 
his head and saw that his back pocket had been pulled inside out. 
Investigators found a stainless-steel paddle inside a bin near the 
body. A small amount of blood was on the paddle’s blade. An autopsy 
revealed that the victim had been struck on the head fourteen times. 
The evidence indicated that the victim’s assailant used different 
implements because some injuries were caused by an instrument 
with a sharp edge, while others were caused by an object with a 
round striking surface. The victim’s skull had been exposed by the 
blows and was fractured in several places. The cause of death was 
determined to be severe blunt-force trauma to the head. 


On 5 April 1998, defendant was questioned by Detective Edward 
McClain of the Clinton Police Department. Detective McClain went to 
Master Casings, where defendant was working, and asked to speak 
with him. The detective identified himself, explained that he was 
investigating the victim’s death, and asked defendant to accompany 
him to the police station. He told defendant that he was not under 
arrest and did not have to come, but stated that he would appreciate 
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defendant’s help. Defendant agreed and drove separately to the 
police station in his own vehicle. He went to the detective’s office, 
where the detective reminded defendant that he was not under arrest 
and did not advise defendant of his rights pursuant to Miranda v. 
Arizona. Defendant made a statement that was not incriminating. 


After defendant completed this statement, the detective noticed a 
substance that appeared to be blood on the sole of one of defendant’s 
shoes. When the detective told defendant that there might be evi- 
dence on the shoe and asked if he could examine it, defendant con- 
sented and handed over both shoes. The detective seized the shoes 
after taking a closer look, and defendant was allowed to leave the 
police station wearing slippers provided by the police. Later analysis 
of the shoe revealed that the stain was indeed blood and that DNA 
from the blood matched DNA from the victim. 


On 10 April 1998, the manager of a construction company con- 
ducted a predemolition inspection of a small building near the Master 
Casings plant. When he saw a bag that appeared to contain clothing 
and a billfold, he called the police. Responding officers found that the 
bag held bloody Master Casings uniform trousers with defendant’s 
name on the waistband, a billfold containing the victim’s driver’s 
license, and a sledgehammer. DNA analysis established that the blood 
on the steel paddle at Master Casings, the blood on the uniform 
trousers, and the blood found on the sledgehammer all came from 
the victim. 


On 16 April 1998, investigators from the North Carolina State 
Bureau of Investigation and the Clinton Police Department returned 
to Master Casings and asked to speak with defendant. As before, 
defendant was told he was not under arrest and was allowed to drive 
his own car to the office of the SBI agent. There, the investigators 
again informed defendant he was not under arrest and did not advise 
him of his Meranda rights. 


Although defendant at first denied any involvement in the vic- 
tim’s death, upon further questioning he confessed. He told the inves- 
tigators that on 27 March 1998 he had been smoking crack cocaine at 
a house near Master Casings. He knew the victim would be working 
late, so around 11:00 p.m., he went to the plant to borrow money from 
the victim. The victim loaned him $20.00, which he used to purchase 
additional crack cocaine. After smoking that crack, defendant 
remained unsatisfied, so around 1:00 a.m. on 28 March 1998, he 
returned to Master Casings to borrow more money from the victim. 
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According to defendant, when he made the request, the victim 
responded with some words in Spanish that he did not understand, 
followed by the word “black.” Defendant assumed that the victim had 
insulted him, but before he could react, the victim slapped him on his 
left cheek. Defendant said that he then was suffering from a 
toothache, so the slap had been particularly painful. 


As the victim returned to his work, defendant said he saw a small 
sledgehammer on top of a machine. He picked it up and approached 
the victim from behind. Defendant said he struck the victim on the 
back of the head with the hammer three or four times. Defendant said 
the victim appeared to be trying to reach something, which he 
thought might be a weapon, in his front pocket. The victim fell, and 
defendant continued to hit him on the head with the hammer. The vic- 
tim was still moving slightly and mumbling as defendant removed the 
victim’s wallet from his back pocket. Defendant said he changed his 
trousers because they were bloody and took $180.00 from the victim’s 
wallet. He put his pants, the now-empty wallet, and the sledgeham- 
mer in a bag that he left near some railroad tracks. After defendant 
completed this statement, the investigators allowed him to depart. He 
was arrested approximately two hours later. 


PRETRIAL ISSUES 


Defendant raises two issues pertaining to the pretrial proceed- 
ings in his case. First, defendant argues that the trial court erred in 
denying his motion to suppress evidence of statements he made to 
police on 5 April 1998 and 16 April 1998 and in allowing the subse- 
quent admission of those statements into evidence at trial. Second, 
defendant contends the trial court improperly admitted evidence 
derived from the pair of shoes seized from him on 5 April 1998. We 
address these arguments seriatim. 


In his motion to suppress the statements, defendant argued 
they were inadmissible because he was not given Miranda warnings 
prior to the allegedly custodial interrogations during which he made 
the statements. See Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 444-45, 16 
L. Ed. 2d 694, 706-07 (1966). In addition, defendant argued that the 
statements were involuntary and taken in violation of his federal and 
state constitutional rights. The trial court held a pretrial hearing on 
the motion to suppress on 21 October 1999. After hearing evi- 
dence, the trial court concluded that the statements were voluntarily 
given by defendant at a time when he was not in custody, and denied 
the motion. 
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On appeal, defendant again raises these issues as to his state- 
ments. In addition, defendant contends the admission of these 
statements was plain error. 


We note at the outset that defendant did not object at trial to the 
introduction of evidence regarding either the 5 April 1998 statement 
or the 16 April 1998 statement, nor did he object to evidence derived 
from his shoes. We have previously held that a pretrial motion to sup- 
press evidence is not sufficient to preserve for appellate review the 
issue of whether the evidence was properly admitted if the defendant 
fails to object at the time the evidence is introduced at trial. State v. 
Golphin, 352 N.C. 364, 405, 533 S.E.2d 168, 198-99 (2000), cert. 
denied, 532 U.S. 931, 149 L. Ed. 2d 305 (2001); State v. Hayes, 350 
N.C. 79, 80, 511 S.E.2d 302, 303 (1999) (per curiam). Nevertheless, 
because these issues raise important constitutional questions in the 
context of a capital case, we will address defendant’s contentions 
pursuant to Rule 2 of the North Carolina Rules of Appellate 
Procedure. 


[1] We first consider whether the trial court erred in denying defend- 
ant’s motion to suppress his statements. Defendant contends that he 
gave each statement during a custodial interrogation, without notice 
of his Miranda rights. The applicable standard in reviewing a trial 
court’s determination on a motion to suppress is that the trial court’s 
findings of fact “are conclusive on appeal if supported by competent 
evidence, even if the evidence is conflicting.” State v. Eason, 336 N.C. 
730, 745, 445 S.E.2d 917, 926 (1994), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1096, 130 
L. Ed. 2d 661 (1995). Any conclusions of law reached by the trial 
court in determining whether defendant was in custody “must be 
legally correct, reflecting a correct application of applicable legal 
principles to the facts found.” State v. Fernandez, 346 N.C. 1, 11, 484 
S.E.2d 350, 357 (1997). 


At the 21 October 1999 suppression hearing, the trial court made 
the following pertinent findings of fact: 


3. That during the investigation, Detective McClain received 
information that the defendant was possibly involved in the 
homicide. 


4. That as a result, on April 5, 1998, Detective McClain went to 
the defendant’s place of work, the Master Casing factory, to 
attempt to interview the defendant. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 
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. That at Master Casing, Detective McClain asked to speak with 


the defendant and the defendant’s employer summoned him to 
the front office. 


. That in the office, Detective McClain identified himself to the 


defendant as a Clinton Police Officer and that he was investi- 
gating the death of Felipe Resendiz. 


. That Detective McClain asked the defendant to accompany 


him to the Clinton Police Department. 


. [That] Detective McClain advised the defendant that he was 


not under arrest, that the Detective would appreciate his help, 
and the defendant did not have to come with him. 


. That the defendant did agree to accompany Detective McClain 


to the Clinton Police Department for an interview. 


That Detective McClain left in his vehicle first and the 
defendant followed in his own vehicle. 


That Detective McClain and the defendant went to Detective 
McClain’s office at the Clinton Police Department and sat 
down in the office with the door open. 


That Detective McClain again advised the defendant that he 
was investigating the death of Felipe Resendiz and he 
believed the defendant had information about that matter 
and the detective would appreciate the defendant giving him 
that information. 


That [McClain] advised the defendant again that he was not 
under arrest, that he was free to leave at any time. 


That the defendant was with Detective McClain on this occa- 
sion no more than one hour and did give a statement, how- 
ever, it was not incriminating. 


That the defendant did not receive any Miranda warnings 
during this interview process. 


That the Court finds as a fact that [defendant] was not in cus- 
tody and that a reasonable person in [defendant’s] circum- 
stances would believe that he was not in custody and was 
free to go. 


That after the statement of the defendant was obtained, .. . 
he was allowed to go to the bathroom unaccompanied, after 
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which, he came back to Detective McClain’s office on his 
Own. 


That Detective McClain observed what he believed to be 
blood on the outside of the sole of the defendant’s shoes. 


That Detective McClain asked the defendant if he could look 
at the defendant’s shoes, telling the defendant that he sus- 
pected that there was evidence on his shoes. 


That the defendant consented to allowing the officer to look 
at his shoes and took off his shoes and gave them to 
Detective McClain. 


That Detective McClain and Special Agent Jay Tilley of the 
State Bureau of Investigation, who had joined Detective 
McClain after the statement was obtained, examined the 
shoes, and saw what appeared to them to be blood. 


[That] Detective McClain then seized the shoes for submis- 
sion to the laboratory for blood and DNA analysis. 


That the defendant was then released and allowed to leave 
following the interview. 


That there were no promises or threats or any type of induce- 
ment directed to the defendant by Detective McClain or 
Agent Tilley. 


That Detective McClain next had contact with the defendant 
on April 6, 1998 when the defendant consented to giving 
Detective McClain a blood sample and fingerprints and 
allowed himself to be photographed. 


That Detective McClain next had contact with the defendant 
on April 16, 1998 at about 2:00 p.m. when Detective McClain 
and Special Agent John Thomas Keane of the State Bureau of 
Investigation went to the defendant’s place of employment at 
Master Casings to attempt to interview him again. 


That on this occasion, they went to the office and asked the 
supervisors if they could interview or speak to the defendant, 
and the defendant was again summoned to the supervisor’s 
office. 


That Detective McClain introduced [S]pecial Agent Keane to 
the defendant. 
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That the officers asked the defendant if he minded speaking 
with them about the matter of the death of Felipe Resendiz 
away from the premises of Master Casings. 


That the officers again advised the defendant that he was not 
under arrest and that if he accompanied them for an inter- 
view that he could leave any time that he wanted to do so and 
the defendant stated that he understood. 


That the defendant asked again to drive himself rather than 
being driven by the officers and he was allowed to do so. 


That he followed the officers to the State Bureau of 
Investigation resident agent’s office located on the second 
floor of the Sampson County Courthouse Annex building. 


That at the courthouse annex, the defendant followed the 
officers into the building and they went to the resident 
agent’s office. 


That Special Agent Keane and Detective McClain interviewed 
the defendant in that office with the door closed, both for pri- 
vacy of their.interview and to lessen noise from outside the 
office. 


That the officers again advised the defendant that he was 
not under arrest and that he could leave any time that he 
desired to go back to work or elsewhere and they did nothing 
to detain him and the defendant again indicated that he 
understood. 


That the defendant was not in custody and no reasonable per- 
son would have believed under the circumstances that he 
was not free to go. 


That the officers did not advise the defendant of his Miranda 
rights. 


That during the interview, the officers provided the defend- 
ant with a soft drink, as they had indicated to him at the 
beginning of the interview they would if he desired, and he 
was also provided cigarettes as requested. 


That the defendant at first denied his involvement in the 
homicide of Felipe Resendiz and later admitted that he was 
involved and did commit this homicide. 
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That the officers had advised the defendant that they 
believed that he was not telling the truth when he denied his 


-involvement and told him that he needed to be truthful, that 


this was his opportunity to be truthful; made references to 
the defendant having been in the Army and that that was a 
respectable position and that he should be respectable and 
truthful now in making his statement. 


That the officers also, prior to his admission, advised the 
defendant that there was evidence and interviews that 
pointed to him being responsible for the homicide. The offi- 
cers also told the defendant that he would feel better about 
himself if he told the truth. 


That during this interview, the defendant was in control of his 
mental and physical faculties. 


That his answers were responsive to the officers’ questions 
and he was cooperative and calm and not under the influence 
of any impairing substance. 


That after being encouraged by the officers to tell the truth 
about what had occurred, the defendant did become tearful 
and did confess to his involvement in the homicide of Felipe 
Resendiz. 


That after his confession, the defendant asked to go to the 
bathroom and was allowed to do so. Detective McClain 
showed the defendant where the restroom was, and then 
Detective McClain left the defendant alone at the bathroom 
and returned to the office where the interview was being con- 
ducted .... The defendant came back to the office some 
three to four minutes later. 


That this interview lasted approximately one hour. 


That the officers informed the defendant that he was free to 
leave, and he was at first hesitant to leave, still being upset 
from having confessed to his involvement in the homicide, 
but did soon leave in his own automobile by himself after 
calling his employer to advise that he would not be back to 
work. 


That the defendant had informed the officers that he wanted 
to go home, and they told him that he was free to go there or 
anywhere else. | 
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49. That there were no promises, threats or inducements of any 
kind to the defendant to induce him to make a statement. 


Based on these findings of fact, the trial court made the following 
conclusions of law: , 


1. That on April 6 [sic], 1998, the defendant voluntarily and con- 
sensually gave his shoes to Detective McClain. And that 
Detective McClain, after examining them, had probable 
cause to seize them. Under the circumstances, he could not 
return them to the defenclant to obtain a search warrant 
since they could easily have been destroyed or disposed of 
by the defendant. 


2. That on April 5, 1998, the defendant voluntarily gave a 
statement to Detective McClain when the defendant was not 
in custody. 


3. That on April 16, 1998, the defendant voluntarily gave a state- 
ment to Detective McClain and Special Agent Keane at a time 
when the defendant was not in custody. 


Both the United States Supreme Court and this Court have held 
that Miranda applies only in the situation where a defendant is sub- 
ject to custodial interrogation. Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. at 444, 
16 L. Ed. 2d at 706; State v. Gaines, 345 N.C. 647, 661, 483 S.E.2d 396, 
404, cert. denied, 522 U.S. 900, 139 L. Ed. 2d 177 (1997); State v. 
Phipps, 331 N.C. 427, 441-42, 418 $.E.2d 178, 185 (1992). The proper 
inquiry for determining whether a person is “in custody” for purposes 
of Miranda is “based on the totality of the circumstances, whether 
there was a ‘formal arrest or restraint on freedom of movement of 
the degree associated with a formal arrest.’” State v. Buchanan, 
353 N.C. 332, 339, 543 S.E.2d 823, 828 (2001). In this case, we must 
examine “whether a reasonable person in defendant’s position, under 
the totality of the circumstances, would have believed that he was 
under arrest or was restrained in his movement to the degree as- 
sociated with a formal arrest.” Jd. at 339-40, 543 S.E.2d at 828; 
see also Thompson v. Keohane, 516 U.S. 99, 112, 183 L. Ed. 2d 383, 
394 (1995). 


The record shows that for both interviews, defendant voluntarily 
drove his own car to meet with police for questioning. Defendant was 
repeatedly informed both before he agreed to talk with the investiga- 
tors and after he arrived for questioning that he was not under arrest 
and was free to leave at any time. At no point during the interaction 
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between defendant and the police was defendant ever restrained or 
confined to the degree associated with a formal arrest. At the con- 
clusion of each interview, defendant was allowed to go. As the United 
States Supreme Court has stated: 


Any interview of one suspected of a crime by a police officer will 
have coercive aspects to it, simply by virtue of the fact that the 
police officer is part of a law enforcement system which may ulti- 
mately cause the suspect to be charged with a crime. But police 
officers are not required to administer Miranda warnings to 
everyone whom they question. Nor is the requirement of warn- 
ings to be imposed simply because the questioning takes place in 
the station house, or because the questioned person is one whom 
the police suspect. 


Oregon v. Mathiason, 429 U.S. 492, 495, 50 L. Ed. 2d 714, 719 (1977); 
see also State v. Gaines, 345 N.C. at 662, 483 S.E.2d at 405. Although 
defendant cites an instance where the door to one of the interview 
rooms was closed, no single factor is necessarily controlling when we 
consider the totality of the circumstances. See, e.g., State v. Bone, 
354 N.C. 1, 11, 550 S.E.2d 482, 489 (2001) (“[W]e have noted that an 
individual's voluntary agreement to accompany law enforcement offi- 
cers to a place customarily used for interrogation does not constitute 
an arrest.”), cert. denied, 535 U.S. 940, 152 L. Ed. 2d 231 (2002); State 
v. Daughtry, 340 N.C. 488, 504-07, 459 S.E.2d 747, 754-56 (1995) (the 
defendant held not to be in custody when the defendant agreed to 
accompany the police to the station for questioning; was told that he 
was not under arrest and could leave at any time; was not handcuffed 
or restrained; and was questioned at the police station by officers, 
who at one point closed the door for privacy), cert. denied, 516 U.S. 
1079, 133 L. Ed. 2d 739 (1996); State v. Medlin, 333 N.C. 280, 291, 426 
S.E.2d 402, 407 (1993) (the defendant held not to be in custody when 
he was escorted to police station bathroom, was told he could leave 
at any time, and was in presence of officers at all times); State v. 
Phipps, 331 N.C. at 442-45, 418 S.E.2d at 185-87 (the defendant held 
not to be in custody where he voluntarily went to the station to talk 
with investigators when asked by the police, was not arrested, was 
allowed to return home, and later agreed to take a polygraph exami- 
nation). We hold that, based upon the totality of the circumstances, a 
reasonable person in defendant’s position would not have believed 
that he was under arrest or that he was restrained to a degree that 
would cause him to believe he was formally arrested. We agree with 
the trial court’s findings of fact and conclusions of law that defendant 
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was not “in custody” when he made statements on 5 April and 16 
April 1998, and therefore, the police were not required to give 
Miranda warnings. 


[2] We next consider whether the trial court erred in denying de- 
fendant’s motion to suppress his statements based upon defendant’s 
contention that they were not voluntary. Defendant argues that cir- 
cumstances of the 5 April 1998 and 16 April 1998 interrogations, 
viewed either together or separately, had a coercive impact on 
defendant that rendered his statements involuntary. 


A statement is admissible if it “was given voluntarily and under- 
standingly.” State v. Schneider, 306 N.C. 351, 355, 293 S.E.2d 157, 160 
(1982). The determination of whether defendant's statements are vol- 
untary “is a question of law and is fully reviewable on appeal.” State 
v. Greene, 332 N.C. 565, 580, 422 S.E.2d 730, 738 (1992). The appro- 
priate test is one “in which the court looks at the totality of the cir- 
cumstances of the case in determining whether the confession was 
voluntary.” State v. Jackson, 308 N.C. 549, 581, 304 S.E.2d 134, 152 
(1983). Factors that are considered include 


whether defendant was in custody, whether he was deceived, 
whether his Miranda rights were honored, whether he was held 
incommunicado, the length of the interrogation, whether there 
were physical threats or shows of violence, whether promises 
were made to obtain the confession, the familiarity of the declar- 
ant with the criminal justice system, and the mental condition of 
the declarant. 


State v. Hardy, 339 N.C. 207, 222, 451 S.E.2d 600, 608 (1994). 


Applying the above factors to the instant case, we agree with the 
trial court’s conclusion of law that defendant’s statements were vol- 
untary. Although there is no need to cite again the evidence discussed 
above, we note that additional factors from the record support the 
trial court’s findings. During one of the interviews, defendant was 
offered drinks and cigarettes. He was allowed to use the rest room 
without being escorted by an officer. At no point during either ses- 
sion was defendant restrained or handcuffed. Neither interview was 
prolonged. The record is devoid of any suggestion of physical threats 
to or pressure exerted on defendant to obtain a statement. Therefore, 
we hold that, based upon the totality of the circumstances, defendant 
gave the statements voluntarily. In light of this holding, we also hold 
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that the trial court did not commit plain error by admitting defend- 
ant’s statements. 


[3] Next, defendant argues that the trial court erred when it denied 
his pretrial motion to suppress evidence derived from his shoes, 
which were obtained by police during the 5 April 1998 interview. 
Defendant contends the evidence was inadmissible because it consti- 
tuted a warrantless seizure of his property unsupported by either 
probable cause or exigent circumstances. Although defendant did not 
object to the introduction of this evidence at trial, as with defendant’s 
statements, we will address defendant’s constitutional arguments 
pursuant to Rule 2 of the North Carolina Rules of Appellate 
Procedure. 


The record reveals that during the interrogation, Detective 
McClain observed what he believed to be blood on the outside sole of 
defendant’s right shoe. When Detective McClain asked defendant if 
he could look at his shoes, defendant replied “sure” and gave them to 
the detective. Detective McClain packaged the shoes for crime analy- 
sis and explained to defendant “[t]hat there was possibly blood on 
[defendant’s] shoes and [that he] wanted to either prove or disprove 
either [defendant’s] involvement or... not... in this matter.” 
Detective McClain gave defendant a pair of slippers to wear home. 


At the conclusion of the suppression hearing, the trial court made 
the extensive findings of fact and conclusions of law quoted above 
and denied defendant's motion to suppress. Our review of a denial of 
a motion to suppress by the trial court is “limited to determining 
whether the trial judge’s underlying findings of fact are supported by 
competent evidence, in which event they are conclusively binding on 
appeal, and whether those factual findings in turn support the judge’s 
ultimate conclusions of law.” State v. Cooke, 306 N.C. 182, 134, 291 
S.E.2d 618, 619 (1982). 


After a careful review of the record, we hold that the trial court’s 
conclusions of law were correct. As a general rule, “ ‘[a] governmen- 
tal search and seizure of property unaccompanied by prior judicial 
approval in the form of a warrant is per se unreasonable unless the 
search falls within a well-delineated exception to the warrant require- 
ment.’ ” State v. Hardy, 339 N.C. at 226, 451 S.E.2d at 610 (quoting 
State v. Cooke, 306 N.C. at 185, 291 $.E.2d at 620). 


Consent, however, has long been recognized as a special situa- 
tion excepted from the warrant requirement, and a search is not 
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unreasonable within the meaning of the Fourth Amendment 
when lawful consent to the search is given. Schneckloth v. 
Bustamonte, 412 U.S. 218, 36 L. Ed. 2d 854 (1973). For the war- 
rantless, consensual search to pass muster under the Fourth 
Amendment, consent must be given and the consent must be vol- 
untary. Id. at 222, 36 L. Ed. 2d at 860. Whether the consent is vol- 
untary is to be determined from the totality of the circumstances. 
Id. at 227, 36 L. Ed. 2d at 863. 


State v. Smith, 346 N.C. 794, 798, 488 S.E.2d 210, 213 (1997). 


In this case, the totality of the circumstances fully supports the 
trial court’s conclusion that defendant voluntarily gave his shoes to 
the police. Defendant was neither placed in a coercive environment 
where he surrendered the shoes to the officers involuntarily nor sub- 
jected to duress to the point that defendant felt he had no other 
meaningful choice. As we have held above, a reasonable person in 
defendant’s position would not have believed that he was under 
arrest. Just as defendant voluntarily drove to the interview sites and 
gave statements concerning the murder, he voluntarily gave up his 
shoes without compulsion or coercion. 


Although the State cites our decision in State v. Bone, 354 N.C. at 
8-9, 550 S.E.2d at 487, that case is distinguishable from the case at bar 
despite a number of factual similarities. In Bone, this Court held that 
the trial court properly allowed evidence of shoes seized from the 
defendant based upon the theories of plain view coupled with exigent 
circumstances and of search incident to a lawful arrest. Jd. When 
asked to give his shoes to the police, the defendant in Bone refused 
and surrendered them only after a search warrant was issued. [d. at 
7, 550 S.E.2d at 486. In Bone, we determined that the defendant suf- 
fered a “ ‘restraint on freedom of movement of the degree associated 
with a formal arrest,’ ” such that defendant was effectively placed 
under arrest at the moment his shoes were taken from him. /d. at 12, 
550 S.E.2d at 489 (quoting State v. Gaines, 345 N.C. at 662, 483 S.E.2d 
at 405). By contrast, defendant here voluntarily provided his shoes to 
the officers for inspection. Moreover, the retention of his shoes did 
not immobilize defendant because investigators gave defendant a 
pair of slippers to wear home. We hold the seizure of defendant’s 
shoes was proper because defendant voluntarily consented to the 
seizure, not as a result of coercion or arrest. This assignment of error 
is overruled. 
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JURY SELECTION 


[4] We next address issues raised by defendant pertaining to jury 
selection. Defendant argues that the trial court erred when it held 
that he had not made a prima facie showing of racial discrimination 
at the time he objected to the prosecutor’s peremptory challenges to 
prospective Jurors Baggett and Corbett. The Equal Protection Clause 
of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution and 
Article I, Section 26 of the Constitution of North Carolina forbid the 
use of peremptory challenges for a racially discriminatory purpose. 
Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79, 89, 90 L. Ed. 2d 69, 83 (1986); State 
v. Golphin, 352 N.C. at 425, 533 S.E.2d at 210. In Batson, the United 
States Supreme Court set out a three-part test to determine whether 
a prosecutor impermissibly used peremptory challenges to excuse 
prospective jurors on the basis of race, see Hernandez v. New York, 
500 U.S. 352, 358-59, 114 L. Ed. 2d 395, 405 (1991) (citing Batson v. 
Kentucky, 476 U.S. at 96-98, 90 L. Ed. 2d at 87-89), and we have 
adopted this test, State v. Lawrence, 352 N.C. 1, 18-14, 5380 S.E.2d 807, 
815-16 (2000), cert. denied, 531 U.S. 1083, 148 L. Ed. 2d 684 (2001). 
First, the defendant must make a prima facie showing that the pros- 
ecutor exercised a peremptory challenge on the basis of race. 
Hernandez v. New York, 500 U.S. at 358, 114 L. Ed. 2d at 405. If such 
a Showing is made, the prosecutor is required to offer a facially valid 
and race-neutral rationale for the peremptory challenge or chal- 
lenges. Id. at 358-59, 114 L. Ed. 2d at 405. Finally, the trial court must 
decide whether the defendant has proven purposeful discrimination. 
Id. at 359, 114 L. Ed. 2d at 405. | 


In the case at bar, we are concerned only with the first prong of 
this test. The record reveals that the court used a rolling system of 
jury selection. Twelve prospective jurors were seated in the jury box 
and questioned about their fitness to serve. As individuals among the 
original twelve were challenged for cause, replacements were imme- 
diately brought forward and questioned along with those remaining 
from the original panel. Once twelve prospective jurors were seated 
who had not been challenged for cause or had survived such chal- 
lenges, the prosecutor was allowed to conduct voir dire of these 
twelve and exercise peremptory challenges. Thereafter, defendant 
was permitted to question the remaining prospective jurors and exer- 
cise his peremptory challenges. 


Defendant raised a Batson objection when the prosecutor 
peremptorily excused prospective jurors Baggett and Corbett. Those 
individuals were the thirty-eighth and thirty-ninth prospective jurors 
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called forward. At that point, twelve prospective jurors had already 
been excused for cause by the court. The prosecutor had so far 
peremptorily excused five prospective jurors: one white male, one 
African-American male, two African-American females, and one 
Native American male. Prospective jurors Baggett and Corbett were 
African-Americans, and when the prosecutor peremptorily excused 
both of them, defendant raised a Batson objection. Although the 
prosecutor argued to the court that he did not believe that defendant 
had established a prima facie case of discrimination, he stated that 
he was prepared to explain his reasons for each peremptory chal- 
lenge. The court declined the offer of explanations, ruling: “I do find 
there . . . has not been any prima facile] showing of racial dis- 
crimination of the selection of the jurors, and the State will not be 
required to state reasons for prior peremptories used or these 
peremptories used. ... But I don't feel there’s any pattern thus 
far.” Prospective jurors Baggett and Corbett were excused, and jury 
selection continued. 


Where the trial court rules that a defendant has failed to make a 
prima facie showing, our review is limited to whether the trial 
court erred in finding that defendant failed to make a prima facie 
showing, even if the State offers reasons for its exercise of the 
peremptory challenges. 


State v. Smith, 351 N.C. 251, 262, 524 S.E.2d 28, 37, cert. denied, 531 
U.S. 862, 148 L. Ed. 2d 100 (2000). In State v. Quick, 341 N.C. 141, 145, 
462 S.E.2d 186, 189 (1995), this Court set out various factors to con- 
sider in analyzing the jury selection process where a Batson chal- 
lenge is raised, including the races of the victim and the defendant, 
repeated use of peremptory challenges against minorities tending to 
establish a pattern of strikes against that minority in the venire, the 
acceptance rate of prospective minority jurors by the party exercis- 
ing the questioned peremptory challenges, and so forth. Although the 
Quick factors are not exhaustive, they do provide guidance in the 
case at bar. 


Defendant is African-American, and the victim was Hispanic. 
Other than the alleged racial motive for the exercise of his peremp- 
tory challenges that we are now scrutinizing, nothing in the record 
demonstrates or even suggests that the prosecutor expressed or 
showed any prejudice against minorities. Although he asked prospec- 
tive jurors whether the victim’s Hispanic origin would be a factor in 
their deliberation, we perceive no hint of racism in questions of this 
type. Instead, it appears the questions were asked to reveal any racial 
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prejudices held by prospective jurors. In analyzing the prosecutor’s 
peremptory challenges in the context of this case and this jury, we 
observe that at the point defendant raised his Batson claim, the pros- 
ecutor had already peremptorily excused five of seven eligible 
African-American prospective jurors (including prospective jurors 
Baggett and Corbett) and one Native American prospective juror. 
Thus, the prosecutor accepted only 28.6% of the eligible African- 
American prospective jurors. If the Native American prospective 
juror peremptorily excused by the prosecutor is also considered a 
minority for the purposes of this analysis, the acceptance rate of 
minorities is even lower. By contrast, the prosecutor peremptorily 
challenged only one white prospective juror out of twenty who were 
eligible to serve on the jury, for an acceptance rate of whites of 95%. 
Viewed from another perspective, at the time of defendant’s Batson 
objection, the prosecutor had expended 14.3% of his peremptory 
challenges against a white prospective juror, 14.3% of his peremptory 
challenges against a Native American prospective juror, and 71.4% of 
his peremptory challenges against African-American prospective 
jurors. On the other hand, the prosecutor accepted two prospective 
African-American jurors even though he had available peremptory 
challenges. 


We emphasize that a numerical analysis of the type employed 
here is not necessarily dispositive. However, such an analysis can be 
useful in helping us and the trial court determine whether a prima 
facie case of discrimination has been established. State v. Fletcher, 
348 N.C. 292, 320, 500 S.E.2d 668, 684 (1998), cert. denied, 525 U.S. 
1180, 1438 L. Ed. 2d 113 (1999). Employing such an analysis, we have 
held that a defendant failed to establish a prima facie case of dis- 
crimination where the minority acceptance rate was 66%, State v. 
Ross, 338 N.C. 280, 285-86, 449 S.E.2d 556, 561-62 (1994); 50%, State v. 
Nicholson, 355 N.C. 1, 24, 558 S.E.2d 109, 127, cert. denied, —— U.S. 
——, 154 L. Ed. 2d 71 (2002); State v. Belton, 318 N.C. 141, 159-60, 347 
S.E.2d 755, 766 (1986), overruled on other grounds by State v. 
Gaines, 345 N.C. 647, 483 S.E.2d 396; 40%, State v. Fletcher, 348 
N.C. at 320, 500 S.E.2d at 684; State v. Abbott, 320 N.C. 475, 481-82, 
358 S.E.2d 365, 369-70 (1987); and 37.5%, State v. Gregory, 340 N.C. 
365, 398, 459 S.E.2d 638, 657 (1995), cert. denied, 517 U.S. 1108, 134 
L. Ed. 2d 478 (1996). 


We are aware that we risk splitting hairs unduly if we attempt to 
distinguish between the 37.5% acceptance rate of prospective minor- 
ity jurors in Gregory and the 28.6% rate here. However, we have also 
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held that “[s]tep one of the Batson analysis ... is not intended to be 
a high hurdle for defendants to cross. Rather, the showing need only 
be sufficient to shift the burden to the State to articulate race-neutral 
reasons for its peremptory challenge.” State v. Hoffman, 348 N.C. 
548, 553, 500 S.E.2d 718, 722 (1998). Here, although we acknowledge 
that the issue is a close one, we hold that the trial court’s conclusion 
that defendant failed to present a prima facie showing sufficient to 
satisfy the first prong of a Batson challenge was error. In so holding, 
we do not suggest that any improprieties actually took place during 
the jury selection. That determination is to be made upon remand, as 
detailed below. We note that the trial court demonstrated its sensitiv- 
ity to the requirements of Batson when defendant made a second 
such objection later during the jury selection. The trial court then 
found that defendant had met his prima facie burden and required 
the prosecutor to explain his peremptory challenges. 


Although we find no other potentially prejudicial error in defend- 
ant’s trial, we remand this case to Superior Court, Sampson County, 
for the limited purpose of holding a hearing pursuant to Batson. On 
remand, a judge presiding over a criminal session shall give the State 
an opportunity for presenting race-neutral reasons for striking 
prospective jurors Baggett and Corbett. If the trial court finds that the 
prosecutor’s explanations are not race-neutral, it shall order a new 
trial. If the trial court finds that the prosecutor’s explanations are 
race-neutral, defendant shall be given the opportunity to demonstrate 
that the explanations are pretextual. If defendant is able to meet his 
burden of proving intentional discrimination, the trial court shall 
order a new trial, but if defendant does not meet this burden, the 
trial court shall make appropriate findings of fact and conclusions 
of law and order commitment to issue in accordance with the 
judgment entered 12 November 1999. State v. McCord, 140 N.C. App. 
634, 654, 5388 S.E.2d 633, 645-46 (2000), disc. rev. denied, 353 N.C. 
392, 547 S.E.2d 33, and disc. rev. denied, 353 N.C. 392, 547 S.E.2d 
34 (2001). 


[5] Defendant raises several other issues related to jury selection. 
Defendant cites eight specific instances during jury selection that he 
claims are improper comments by the prosecutor on defendant’s 
right not to testify. Defendant additionally argues that four other 
errors occurred during jury selection: (1) the prosecution improperly 
asked prospective jurors whether they believed the death penalty is a 
necessary law, (2) the prosecution improperly injected into jury 
selection the issue of the victim's race, (3) the prosecution attempted 
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to establish rapport with prospective jurors, and (4) the prosecution 
made incomplete and misleading statements concerning the sentenc- 
ing phase during jury selection. 


Defendant did not raise a timely objection to any of these state- 
ments. This Court has “declin[ed] to extend application of the plain 
error doctrine to situations where a party has failed to object to state- 
ments made by the other party during jury voir dire.” State v. 
Cummings, 352 N.C. 600, 618, 5386 S.E.2d 36, 47 (2000), cert. denied, 
532 U.S. 997, 149 L. Ed. 2d 641 (2001). Therefore, we hold that defend- 
ant has failed to properly preserve these issues for review by this 
Court. See N.C. R. App. P. 10(b)(1). 


[6] Defendant also raises one argument pertaining to the prose- 
cutor’s opening statement. Defendant claims the prosecution im- 
properly injected race into the trial when, in the first sentence of his 
opening argument, the prosecutor stated: “Felipe Resendiz, a 
Hispanic man who moved here from Mexico, left the job... .” 
Defendant argues that the prosecutor improperly used the victim’s 
race to urge the jury to convict defendant and to pressure the jury to 
prove that it was not prejudiced against the Hispanic community. 
Because defendant failed to object to the argument, we must deter- 
mine “whether ‘the remarks were so grossly improper that the trial 
court abused its discretion by failing to intervene ex mero motu.’ ” 
State v. Anthony, 354 N.C. 372, 423, 555 S.E.2d 557, 590 (2001) (quot- 
ing State v. Mitchell, 353 N.C. 309, 324, 543 S.E.2d 830, 839, cert. 
denied, 534 U.S. 1000, 151 L. Ed. 2d 389 (2001)), cert. denied, —— 
U.S. —, 153 L. Ed. 2d 791 (2002). Our review of the record indicates 
that the statement was but a passing reference to the victim’s ethnic 
background in a substantial opening argument. We are unable to say 
that the reference to the victim’s race was improper at all, let alone 
so grossly improper that the trial court abused its discretion in failing 
to intervene. 


These assignments of error are overruled. 
GUILT-INNOCENCE PHASE 


[7] Defendant contends that the trial court erred when it admitted 
during the guilt-innocence phase of the trial the prosecution’s evi- 
dence and argument pertaining to the victim’s character and to victim 
impact. Defendant identifies three instances where he claims the trial 
court allowed irrelevant and inadmissible evidence. We discuss each 
incident separately. 
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The first instance concerned the testimony of the victim’s 
supervisor, Billy Jacobs. At trial, Jacobs gave the following pertinent 
testimony: 


@. Can you tell the jurors how you knew (the victim]? 


A. [The victim], he worked for me in the Plant for probably 
eight or nine months when he came back. He worked there 
before. He would go to Mexico and come back. And he was such 
a good worker, we'd hire him back. So, he was working in the 
Plant on the machines to start with and we had—we started con- 
tracting the cleaning processes of it because the inspectors was 
[sic] so bad on us that nobody-—if I just hired people by the hour, 
it weren't sufficient cleaning. So— 


Q. And did [the victim] ask to do this job? 
A. Yes, Sir. 
Q. Why did you allow [the victim] to have this job? 


A. Well, he said he would love to try it and [the victim] was a 
real responsible working guy and I really had a lot of confidence 
in him that he could do it because a lot of times when the guys 
would not clean up good at nights, I would get [the victim], his 
brothers and we would all get together and they—we would all 
get together and clean it up and they did a real good job. 


Q. All right. Mr. Jacobs, did—how would you describe work 
he did once he started doing the contract work cleaning up the 
Master Casing[s] Plant? 


A. He did exactly what I thought he would do. He did an 
excellent job. I mean he had little write-ups. I mean, we’d have lit- 
tle minor stuff, but it [was] no real big stuff. We was [sic] really 
proud of the performance he was doing. 


Q. Now, prior to you leaving, did you have a talk with [the 
victim] in reference to—was he renting some equipment from 
you? 
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A. Yes, sir. I have a high pressure sprayer and he was renting 
that from me by the week and when he came in that Friday to 
start to work, he always paid me a hundred dollars a week for the 
rent of[] the machine. 


(. And did he pay you a hundred dollars on this occasion? 
A. Yes, sir. 
@. How did he pay you? 


A. Well, he reached in his back pocket and pulled out his 
wallet and he handed me a $100 bill. 


(). Did he—what did he do with the wallet after he paid you? 
A. He put it back in his back pocket. 


@. Mr. Jacobs, did you see any other money or were you able 
to see the contents of his wallet? 


A. No, sir. 
@. So you don’t know— 


A. Not where I was sitting from him... . I never had to ask 
him for it, he would always just—on Fridays, we would give him 
his check and he would go to the bank and most of the time he’d 
meet me there before we left. 


Defendant argues that this testimony was irrelevant and improperly 
admitted as evidence of the victim’s good character. 


Because defendant did not object to any portion of the above tes- 
timony, we review this issue for plain error. See N.C. R. App. P. 
10(c)(4). Plain error is applied only in extraordinary cases where, 
““‘after reviewing the entire record, it can be said the claimed error is 
a “fundamental error, something so basic, so prejudicial, so lacking 
in its elements that justice cannot have been done.” ’” State v. Odom, 
307 N.C. 655, 660, 300 S.E.2d 375, 378 (1983) (quoting United States 
v. McCaskill, 676 F2d 995, 1002 (4th Cir.) (footnote omitted), cert. 
denied, 459 U.S. 1018, 74 L. Ed. 2d 518 (1982)). 


Evidence is relevant if it demonstrates “any tendency to make the 
existence of any fact that is of consequence to the determination of 
the action more probable or less probable than it would be without 
the evidence.” N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 401 (2001). This Court has stated 
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that “in a criminal case every circumstance calculated to throw any 
light upon the supposed crime is admissible and permissible.” State 
v. Collins, 335 N.C. 729, 735, 440 S.lE.2d 559, 562 (1994). 


In this case, our examination of the record reveals the testimony 
was relevant to explain the particular circumstances of the crime. 
The evidence explained the victim’s various duties and responsibili- 
ties and showed why he worked late nights. In addition to describing 
the victim’s work habits, the testimony was relevant to describe the 
victim’s payday routine as well as where and how he kept his money. 
Therefore, we hold the evidence was properly admitted. See State v. 
Davis, 349 N.C. 1, 24-26, 506 S.E.2d 455, 468 (1998) (“prosecution was 
properly permitted to present evidence of [victim’s] temperament and 
management style in order to prove the circumstances of the crime”), 
cert. denied, 526 U.S. 1161, 144 L. Ed. 2d 219 (1999). 


[8] The next instance about which defendant complains involves the 
testimony of the victim’s brother: 


q. [Were] you familiar with [the victim] having a wallet? 
Yes. 

. And did you see that wallet on Friday, the 27th of March? 
Yes. 

. What did he keep in his wallet other than his money? 

He had his license and some other identification. 

. Is [the victim] married? 

Yes. 


Is his wife—where was his wife back in March of 1998? 


> OP OP OP © > 


She was in Mexico. 


Q. Do you know if [the victim] sent any money to his wife 
during this time? 


A. Yes. He did send it. 

@. Do they have any children? 
A. Yes; a girl. 

Q. How old is the girl? 

A. 


She’s going to be seven years. 
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Q. Is his wife out here in the audience? Do you see his wife? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Can you point her out to the Court? 


A. It’s the girl over there with the green sweater. 


[PROSECUTOR]: I show you State’s Exhibit No. 17 and ask if 
you can look at that and if you can identify the person in that 
photo? 


INTERPRETER: It is my brother. 
Q. Is that Felipe Resendiz? 


A. It is Felipe, my brother. 


@. And approximately how long before his death did he get 
that picture taken? 


A. It was about three months. 


As above, because defendant did not object to the testimony at trial, 
we review the testimony for plain error. See N.C. R. App. P. 10(c)(4). 
This testimony, along with the testimony of Jacobs concerning the 
victim’s wallet, is relevant to explain the victim’s habits in handling 
his salary. The testimony of the witness both describes the victim car- 
rying in his wallet the money received after cashing his paycheck and 
explains the reasons the victim needed cash. Consequently, the trial 
court properly allowed this evidence to be introduced at trial. 
Further, there was no error in the prosecution’s asking the witness to 
identify the victim’s wife and daughter at trial. The mere identifica- 
tion of the victim’s wife and child does not constitute improper vic- 
tim-impact evidence. State v. Nobles, 350 N.C. 483, 499-500, 515 
S.E.2d 885, 895-96 (1999) (publication of photograph of victim’s 
children to jury, along with their names and birth dates, held 
permissible). 


[9] Finally, defendant argues that the introduction of the photograph 
of the victim, taken three months before his death, constituted preju- 
dicial error. The trial court overruled defendant’s timely objection 
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and admitted the photograph into evidence. After reviewing the evi- 
dence, we believe the trial court properly allowed the jury to consider 
this exhibit. The photograph was relevant in that it demonstrated the 
victim’s appearance before the murder and helped establish a basis 
from which the medical examiner could testify as to the various 
wounds inflicted upon the victim. We have consistently held that, dur- 
ing the guilt-innocence phase of a trial, a photograph of the victim 
taken before death is admissible. See, e.g., State v. Goode, 341 N.C. 
513, 538-40, 461 S.E.2d 631, 646-47 (1995) (admission of a family pho- 
tograph of the victims taken before their deaths not prejudicial). 


These assignments of error are overruled. 


[10] Defendant argues that his first-degree felony murder conviction 
must be vacated because the evidence failed to support the underly- 
ing felony of armed robbery. At the close of the guilt-innocence phase 
of the trial, defendant moved to dismiss the murder charge based 
upon insufficiency of the evidence. The trial court denied the motion 
and allowed the jury to consider whether defendant was guilty of 
first-degree murder under theories both of premeditation and delib- 
eration and of felony murder. The jury returned a verdict of guilty of 
first-degree murder on the basis of felony murder only. Defendant 
argues that the evidence showed that defendant beat the victim after 
being slapped and insulted by the victim and took the victim’s wallet 
only as an “afterthought.” 


A motion to dismiss on the ground of sufficiency of the evidence 
raises for the trial court the issue “whether there is substantial evi- 
dence of each essential element of the offense charged and of the 
defendant being the perpetrator of the offense.” State v. Crawford, 
344 N.C. 65, 73, 472 S.E.2d 920, 925 (1996). The existence of substan- 
tial evidence is a question of law for the trial court, which must deter- 
mine whether there is relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might 
accept as adequate to support a conclusion. State v. Vause, 328 N.C. 
231, 236, 400 S.E.2d 57, 61 (1991). “The court must consider the evi- 
dence in the light most favorable to the State and give the State the 
benefit of every reasonable inference from that evidence.” State v. 
Lucas, 353 N.C. 568, 581, 548 S.E.2d 712, 721 (2001). The evidence 
may be direct, circumstantial, or both. State v. Locklear, 322 N.C. 349, 
358, 368 S.E.2d 377, 382-83 (1988). 


To survive defendant’s motion to dismiss the armed robbery 
charge, the prosecution must have offered substantial evidence of 
the following: 
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(1) the unlawful taking or an attempt to take personal property 
from the person or in the presence of another (2) by use or threat- 
ened use of a firearm or other dangerous weapon (3) whereby the 
life of a person is endangered or threatened. 


State v. Beaty, 306 N.C. 491, 496, 293 S.E.2d 760, 764 (1982), over- 
ruled on other grounds by State v. White, 322 N.C. 506, 369 S.E.2d 
813 (1988); see also N.C.G.S. § 14-87(a) (2001). Viewing all of the evi- 
dence in the light most favorable to the State, we conclude that the 
trial court did not err in denying defendant’s motion to dismiss the 
armed robbery charge. Although defendant claims he was provoked, 
according to defendant’s own statement, he approached the victim 
twice to borrow money. When the victim declined to make a second 
loan, defendant struck the victim several times on the head with a 
sledgehammer. After the victim fell, defendant reached into the vic- 
tim’s back pocket, removed his wallet, then left the scene to clean up. 
Defendant argues the taking of the wallet after the beating was only 
an opportunistic act that fails to meet the requirements under the 
armed robbery statute. 


The evidence does not support defendant’s contention. We have 
held that 


[t]he commission of armed robbery as defined by N.C.G.S. 
§ 14-87(a) does not depend upon whether the threat or use of vio- 
lence precedes or follows the taking of the victims’ property. 
Where there is a continuous transaction, the temporal order of 
the threat or use of a dangerous weapon and the takings is imma- 
terial. State v. Rasor, 319 N.C. 577, 587, 356 S.E.2d 328, 335 
[((1987)|; State v. Hope, 317 N.C. 302, 306, 345 S.E.2d 361, 364 
(1986). Further, provided that the theft and the force are aspects 
of a single transaction, it is immaterial whether the intention to 
commit the theft was formed before or after force was used upon 
the victims. State v. Fields, 315 N.C. 191, 337 S.E.2d 518 (1985). 


State v. Green, 321 N.C. 594, 605, 365 S.E.2d 587, 594, cert. denied, 
488 U.S. 900, 102 L. Ed. 2d 235 (1988). The prosecution provided sub- 
stantial evidence to support every element of armed robbery. 
Defendant wanted to borrow more money, but the victim refused the 
loan request. The fatal blows to the victim’s skull, the taking of his 
wallet, and the discarding of evidence occurred in an unbroken trans- 
action after the victim turned his back to defendant. The particular 
point in this sequence where the robbery occurred is immaterial. 
“When, as here, the death and the taking are so connected as to form 
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a continuous chain of events, a taking from the body of the dead vic- 
tim is a taking ‘from the person.’ ” State v. Fields, 315 N.C. at 202, 337 
S.E.2d at 525. This assignment of error is overruled. 


[11] Defendant also argues in several assignments of error that the 
prosecutor's closing arguments to the jury during the guilt-innocence 
phase of his trial were improper in numerous respects. Defendant 
contends the trial court erred when it allowed the prosecutor to com- 
ment improperly on defendant’s exercise of his right not to testify at 
trial. During his guilt-innocence phase closing argument, the prose- 
cutor pointed out that defendant struck the victim fourteen times, 
then made the following pertinent comments: 


[Defendant] broke [the victim’s] skull out of his head. Fourteen 
times. He can’t—he can’t stand 14 times. You can[’t] justify 14 
times, ladies and gentlemen; you can't. 


Think of what this man was going through. He had every rea- 
son to live. He had every—he had a family. He had a wife and a 
daughter. He worked, lived and breathed and ate and drank and 
had money, had good times and bad times just like every one of 
us, you and I. And he sat there and he just died on a cold slab of 
concrete; fourteen blows. 


Get him to explain 14 blows to you. 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Overruled. 


(Emphasis added.) Later during that same argument the prosecutor 
described the evidence at the scene of the killing and argued: 


What did [the evidence] tell you? Almost all the blood spots 
what? Were up or sideways or they were all only about this high 
up (demonstrating). So now, for it to be sideways, he’s going to 
have to be somewhere right in here, a few feet off the ground. 
Those up ones, he’s going to have to be on the ground. 


If [defendant] wasn’t beating [the victim], and just slamming 
his head with this hammer while [the victim] was on the ground, 
ask him to tell you how the blood got up on this white bin— 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE CourT: Overruled. 
(Emphasis added.) 
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We must determine whether the trial court erred in overruling 
defendant’s objection. 


We have consistently held that counsel must be allowed wide 
latitude in the argument of hotly contested cases. He may argue 
to the jury the facts in evidence and all reasonable inferences 
to be drawn therefrom together with the relevant law so as to 
present his side of the case. Whether counsel abuses this privi- 
lege is a matter ordinarily left to the sound discretion of the trial 
judge, and we will not review the exercise of this discretion 
unless there be such gross impropriety in the argument as would 
be likely to influence the verdict of the jury. ... It is the duty of 
the trial judge, upon objection, to censor remarks not warranted 
by the evidence or the law and, in cases of gross impropriety, the 
court may properly intervene, ex mero motu. 


State v. Covington, 290 N.C. 313, 327-28, 226 S.E.2d 629, 640 (1976) 
(citations omitted). In making our determination, we examine the full 
context in which the statements were made. State v. Lloyd, 354 N.C. 
76, 113-14, 552 S.E.2d 596, 622-23 (2001). 


Because defendant did not present any evidence during the guilt- 
innocence phase, he was entitled to both the first and the last closing 
arguments. See Gen. R. Pract. Super. and Dist. Ct. 10, 2002 Ann. R. 
N.C. 8. Our review of the relevant portions of trial transcripts reveals 
that the prosecutor was responding to contentions made by defense 
counsel during defendant’s first closing argument. In defendant’s ini- 
tial closing argument, his counsel argued that defendant admitted in 
his statement to police that he committed the crime but that the facts 
of the case did not amount to premeditated and deliberate murder. 
Counsel for defendant stated: 


{Defendant} does not deny that he committed this crime. ... 
He admitted to it in his statement. But we contend to you that it 
is not first degree murder. We contend that it was not premedi- 
tated. He did not go there intending to kill. ... 


... We do deny that it’s first degree murder. It’s our position 
and we contend that [defendant] is guilty of voluntary 
manslaughter. 
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You heard the medical examiner get on the stand and testify 
that there may have been another weapon involved but he’s not 
absolutely sure. ... Nowhere in [defendant’s] statement did he 
mention that he used another weapon. And there again, like I said 
earlier, the State wants you to believe part of his statement but 
not all of it. 


In his argument, the prosecutor sought to rebut defendant’s 
assertions that the murder was not premeditated. By stating “[g]et 
him to explain 14 blows to you,” the prosecutor was not remarking on 
defendant’s silence but rather challenged defense counsel to explain 
in their closing argument why fourteen blows to the victim’s head 
with, apparently, more than one weapon did not amount to premedi- 
tated and deliberate murder. We have stated that prosecutors “may 
comment on a defendant’s failure to produce witnesses or exculpa- 
tory evidence to contradict or refute evidence presented by the 
State.” State v. Reid, 334 N.C. 561, 585, 434 S.E.2d 193, 196 (1993). In 
Reid, this Court held that it was error for the prosecutor to comment 
directly on a defendant’s right not to testify by stating, “ ‘The defend- 
ant has not taken the stand in this case.’ ” Id. at 554-58, 434 S.E.2d at 
196-98; see also State v. Waddell, 11 N.C. App. 577, 181 S.E.2d 737 
(1971). In the case at bar, however, the prosecutor did not directly 
implicate defendant’s right not to testify. Instead, the prosecutor 
attempted to demonstrate to the jury that defense counsel’s argument 
that the murder was not premeditated could not explain either 
defendant's statement to police or the nature of defendant’s attack on 
the victim. 


Defendant complains the prosecutor made several improper 
“indirect” comments about defendant’s failure to testify. Specifically, 
defendant points to the following arguments: 


Dr. Barr tells us he can’t say for certain, and we don’t know, but 
he said he believes there were two different instruments. .. . 


You saw the abrasions on the side of [the victim’s] face. You 
say, “Well, what does that mean?” ... 


Well, how did that happen? I contend to you that the evi- 
dence—the evidence is speaking to you now. Listen to what it 
says here. The evidence is telling you that [the victim] fell and 
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this was a major blow that just put him down, laid him on 
the ground, laying [sic] on his right side. And remember how 
when... Dr. Barr talked about the scrape marks; how that was 
consistent with him having been moved for some reason? Who 
knows what was going on in [defendant's] mind? . .. 


Why [defendant] moved him; who knows? Felipe didn’t move. 
[The victim] didn’t move on his own. 


Because defendant did not object to these arguments at trial, we must 
determine whether the trial court’s failure to intervene ex mero motu 
constituted an abuse of discretion. See State v. Anthony, 354 N.C. at 
423, 555 S.E.2d at 590. A “ ‘trial court is not required to intervene 
ex mero motu unless the argument strays so far from the bounds of 
propriety as to impede defendant's right to a fair trial.’ ” State v. 
Smith, 351 N.C. at 269, 524 S.E.2d at 41 (quoting State v. Atkins, 349 
N.C. 62, 84, 505 S.E.2d 97, 111 (1998), cert. denied, 526 U.S. 1147, 143 
L. Ed. 2d 1036 (1999)). In the instant case, even assuming that the 
prosecutor’s rhetorical question can be perceived as touching on 
defendant’s decision not to testify, the trial court did not commit 
error by failing to intervene ex mero motu. See State v. Fletcher, 348 
N.C. at 322-23, 500 S.E.2d at 685-86 (argument about unanswered 
questions served to remind jury that it could nevertheless find 
defendant guilty beyond a reasonable doubt). 


Defendant contends that on at least three occasions, the prose- 
cutor improperly stated that the State’s case was “uncontradicted.” 
Again, because defendant did not object to this argument, we must 
determine whether the argument was so grossly improper that the 
trial court should have intervened ex mero motu. See State v. Lloyd, 
354 N.C. at 116, 552 S.E.2d at 624. In addressing whether it is 
improper for the prosecution to characterize a case as “uncontra- 
dicted,” this Court has stated that 


[cJontradictions in the State’s evidence, if such existed, could 
have been shown by the testimony of others or by cross- 
examination of the State’s witnesses themselves. Thus the prose- 
cution was privileged to argue that the State’s evidence was 
uncontradicted and such argument may not be held improper as 
a comment upon defendant’s failure to testify. 


State v. Smith, 290 N.C. 148, 168, 226 S.E.2d 10, 22, cert. denied, 429 
U.S. 932, 50 L. Ed. 2d 301 (1976). Based upon our review of the 
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record, we hold that the trial court did not err in failing to intervene 
ex mero motu. This assignment of error is overruled. 


[12] Defendant asserts the prosecutor improperly argued that the 
Bible endorsed a guilty verdict: 


Why did [the victim] die? It’s the oldest reason in the book: 
Greed, pure and simple. [The victim] had something and [defend- 
ant] wanted it and he was determined to take it from him. 


You know, Cain killed Abel because he had something 
he wanted. He killed him because he had God’s blessing; and 
he didn’t like that so he killed him. It goes back to Biblical 
times. ... 


You know what? [The victim] still speaks to us today. He’s 
speaking to us right now. He’s been speaking to us throughout 
this whole trial. He’s been telling you what happened. He’s not 
only told you who killed him—... he’s told us how he was killed. 
And you say, “How has he done that? How has [the victim] told us 
that?” His very life blood as it spewed out of his body, as it flows 
from the wounds being inflicted upon him, from his head, that 
very life blood speaks to us today. The blood that gave him life, 
speaks to you today in death... . 


After Cain killed Abel, God said to Cain “What has thou done? 
The voice of thy brother’s blood cryest up to me from the 
ground.” ... 


The voice of [the victim], the voice of his blood, cries unto 
you from the ground. It tells you what happened here. 


There’s no mistake. There’s no confusion. It speaks to you. 
and it says that that man, with malice in his heart, with premedi- 
tation and with deliberation and during the commission of a 
felony, a violent felony, brutally, horrifically beat his head to a 


pulp.... 


.. . | dare say, forevermore, you'll ever be able to put the 
voice of [the victim’s] life blood as it cries up to you from the 
ground, ladies and gentlemen. Treat this case as it is deserving. 
Convict the defendant of first degree murder on both theories. 
Tell him, “No. We’re not going to have this. This, we don’t allow.” 
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Defendant did not object to these statements at trial. 
Consequently, our standard of review is whether the prosecutor's 
arguments were so grossly improper that the trial court erred in fail- 
ing to intervene ex mero motu. State v. Trull, 349 N.C. 428, 451, 509 
S.E.2d 178, 1938 (1998), cert. denied, 528 U.S. 835, 145 L. Ed. 2d 80 
(1999). 


This Court has strongly cautioned against the use of arguments 
based on religion. 


Jury arguments based on any of the religions of the world 
inevitably pose a danger of distracting the jury from its sole and 
exclusive duty of applying secular law and unnecessarily risk 
reversal of otherwise error-free trials. Although we may believe 
that parts of our law are divinely inspired, it is the secular law of 
North Carolina which is to be applied in our courtrooms. Our trial 
courts must vigilantly ensure that counsel for the State and for 
defendant do not distract the jury from their sole and exclusive 
duty to apply secular law. 


State v. Williams, 350 N.C. 1, 27, 510 S.E.2d 626, 643 (citations omit- 
ted), cert. denied, 528 U.S. 880, 145 L. Ed. 2d 162 (1999). Even so, “this 
Court has repeatedly noted the wide latitude allowed counsel in argu- 
ing hotly contested cases, and it has found biblical arguments to fall 
within permissible margins more often than not.” State v. Artis, 325 
N.C. 278, 331, 384 S.E.2d 470, 500 (1989) (citations omitted), sentence 
vacated on other grounds, 494 U.S. 1028, 108 L. Ed. 2d 604 (1990). 


The remarks in this case are not so grossly improper that the trial 
court erred when it failed to intervene ex mero motu. The prosecutor 
did not argue that the Bible commanded a guilty verdict. Instead, he 
analogized the murder of Abel by Cain to the case at bar chiefly for 
the purpose of emphasizing the importance of the evidence derived 
from the victim’s blood and to point out that the blood “spoke” after 
the victim had been silenced. Nevertheless, we again take this oppor- 
tunity to discourage litigators from making gratuitous biblical refer- 
ences and religious arguments. State v. Rogers, 355 N.C. 420, 464, 562 
S.E.2d 859, 886 (2002). 


[13] Next, defendant argues the trial court abused its discretion 
when it failed to sustain his objection to the prosecutor’s argument 
that defendant did not call a dentist to corroborate his defense. In his 
inculpatory statement to police, defendant claimed that on the night 
of the murder he had a toothache and that the victim slapped him on 
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the cheek, causing considerable pain. During the prosecutor’s closing 
argument, he made the following pertinent argument: 


You know, [defendant] talked about—I tell you—you know 
he talked about these statements. You know, “My tooth was hurt- 
ing and [the victim] slapped it and it really hurt really bad. And so 
that made [defendant], you know, just really angered [defend- 
ant].” Why didn’t he call a dentist? 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE CourT: Overruled. 


[PROSECUTOR]: Why didn’t he call a dentist? Come in and say, 
“Well, you know if it was that bad a toothache”’—don’t you 
know—don’'t you know, ladies and gentlemen, that you would 
have gone to the dentist in the next few days; that you would 
have seen somebody? Or there would have been somebody that 
would have come in and said, “Yeah; I saw him. I know he had a 
bad toothache. I can testify to that.[”] But, I didn’t see a single 
person that came up here and testified to that for him; did they? 
Not a single person. Why is that’ ’Cause it wasn’t a toothache. He 
wasn't hurting that bad. If he had hurt that bad, he wouldn’t have 
volunteered to work that next day. 


The prosecution may argue that a defendant failed to produce a 
witness or other evidence to refute the State’s case. See, e.g., State v. 
Morston, 336 N.C. 381, 406, 445 S.E.2d 1, 15 (1994); State v. Mason, 
315 N.C. 724, 732, 340 S.E.2d 430, 436 (1986). Here, the prosecution’s 
theory of the case was that defendant killed the victim with premed- 
itation and deliberation and for the purpose of taking his money. 
Defense counsel used defendant’s statement that he had a toothache 
to argue that defendant was provoked to attack by the slap. In 
response, the prosecutor argued that defendant did not call a dentist 
because defendant never had a tootinache. Based on this record, we 
hold that the trial court did not abuse its discretion in overruling 
defendant’s objection. 


[14] Finally, defendant contends the prosecutor’s closing argument 
misstated the law concerning the reason why the trial court was sub- 
mitting voluntary manslaughter: 


If someone intentionally inflicts wounds on a person with a 
deadly weapon, slamming or hitting their head with a three- 
pound hammer, resulting in the blows that resulted in this case 
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and it results in his death without just cause or justification, 
that’s malice. That is one element for first degree murder. 


It’s also an element of second degree murder. I can tell you 
that if you find there is malice in this case, you don’t even go to 
manslaughter because manslaughter is a case—as it [sic] the 
instruction includes—it basically says the killing of a human 
being without malice. If you find malice, it’s not a manslaughter 
case. It’s not anywhere close but you will be instructed about that 
because the law requires that you be instructed on that and that’s 
the only reason that you will be instructed. 


Again, defendant did not object to this argument, so we review to 
determine “whether the argument was so grossly improper that the 
trial court erred in failing to intervene ex mero motu.” State v. Call, 
353 N.C. 400, 416-17, 545 $.E.2d 190, 201, cert. denied, 534 U.S. 1046, 
151 L. Ed. 2d 548 (2001). 


Voluntary manslaughter is defined as the unlawful killing of a 
human being without malice, either express or implied, State v. 
McNeil, 350 N.C. 657, 690, 518 S.E.2d 486, 506 (1999), cert. denied, 
529 U.S. 1024, 146 L. Ed. 2d 321 (2000), and is a lesser included 
offense of first-degree murder, State v. Thomas, 325 N.C. 583, 591, 
386 S.E.2d 555, 559 (1989). The trial court determined at the charge 
conference that evidence existed to support charging the jury as to 
voluntary manslaughter. Knowing what the judge would charge, the 
prosecutor addressed the alternatives that would be presented to the 
jury and argued to the jury that it should not find defendant guilty of 
this lesser included offense. 


The challenged argument correctly stated that voluntary 
manslaughter did not include the element of malice. In fact, the 
judge’s instruction to the jury as to that offense specifically defined 
manslaughter as “the unlawful killing of a human being without 
malice and without premeditation and without deliberation.” 
Consequently, the prosecutor was correct when he argued that if the 
jury found defendant acted with malice, voluntary manslaughter was 
not a possible verdict. The prosecutor then discussed the evidence 
and contended that there was no question that defendant’s actions 
were malicious; that the issue was not even close; and that a verdict 
of manslaughter therefore would be not only unwise, but also 
improper. Although defendant objects to the prosecutor’s argument 
that voluntary manslaughter was being submitted only because the 
law required it, we perceive that the prosecutor was instead arguing 
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his theory of the case and asking the jury to reject any interpretation 
of the evidence that would allow it to return a verdict of guilty of vol- 
untary manslaughter. The argument was not so improper as to war- 
rant intervention by the trial court. Moreover, the court preliminarily 
instructed the jury before the parties argued that the final arguments 
were not evidence but were a permissible attempt by the attorneys to 
persuade the jury to return a particular verdict. At the conclusion of 
all the arguments, the court further instructed the jury that it was 
“absolutely necessary that you understand and apply the law as I give 
it to you and not as you think it is or as you might like it to be.” 
Therefore, the jury was notified that the attorneys’ arguments were 
only advocacy, while the court supplied the law. 


These assignments of error are overruled. 
SENTENCING ISSUES 


[15] In another assignment of error, defendant argues that the sen- 
tencing proceeding testimony of State’s witness Rebecca Campbell 
was unfairly prejudicial. During the capital sentencing proceeding, 
the trial court admitted into evidence a written judgment from the 
United States Army General Court Martial detailing that in 1984 
defendant pled guilty to and was convicted of the rape of Campbell. 
The prosecution introduced this evidence in support of the submis- 
sion of the (e)(3) statutory aggravating circumstance, that defendant 
had been previously convicted of a felony involving the use or threat 
of violence to the person. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(38) (2001). The 
prosecution then called Campbell to testify to the events surrounding 
the attack and rape by defendant. Defendant argues that her testi- 
mony was irrelevant and inadmissible, constituted a violation of 
defendant’s Eight and Fourteenth Amendment rights, and was 
plain error. 


Defendant contends several errors occurred during Campbell’s 
testimony. We will consider these claims seriatim. As we do, we note 
that North Carolina’s capital punishment statute provides in pertinent 
part that, during the sentencing phase, 


[e]vidence may be presented as to any matter that the court 
deems relevant to sentence, and may include matters relating to 
any of the aggravating or mitigating circumstances enumerated in 
subsections (e) and (f) of this section. Any evidence which the 
court deems to have probative value may be received. 
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N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(a)(3). Evidence is admissible at the capital sen- 
tencing proceeding if it is relevant, competent, and probative. State v. 
Bond, 345 N.C. 1, 31, 478 S.E.2d 163, 179 (1996), cert. denied, 521 U.S. 
1124, 188 L. Ed. 2d 1022 (1997). More specifically, this Court has held 
that “the State is entitled to present witnesses in the penalty phase of 
the trial to prove the circumstances of prior convictions and is not 
limited to the introduction of evidence of the record of conviction.” 
State v. Roper, 328 N.C. 337, 365, 402 S.E.2d 600, 616, cert. denied, 
502 U.S. 902, 116 L. Ed. 2d 232 (1991). 


Defendant claims the trial court erroneously admitted hearsay 
testimony from Campbell when she testified, over defendant’s objec- 
tion, that as defendant was attempting to remove her clothes, his 
friends advised her “to do what [defendant] says because he’s crazy.” 
Although this Court has held that hearsay is admissible at a capital 
sentencing proceeding, see State v. Golphin, 352 N.C. at 466, 533 
S.E.2d at 234, this statement was not hearsay. “When evidence of a 
statement by someone other than the testifying witness is offered for 
a purpose other than to prove the truth of the matter asserted, the 
evidence is not hearsay.” State v. Reid, 335 N.C. 647, 661, 440 S.E.2d 
776, 784 (1994). The statement that defendant was crazy was offered 
not for the truth of the matter asserted, but rather to explain the 
effect of the words on the victim. Therefore, the testimony was prop- 
erly admitted by the trial court. 


As to defendant’s remaining arguments in this assignment of 
error, we review for plain error because defendant did not object to 
any of the testimony he now claims was improper. See N.C. R. App. P. 
10(b)(2); State v. Braxton, 352 N.C. 158, 223, 531 S.E.2d 428, 465 
(2000), cert. denied, 531 U.S. 11380, 148 L. Ed. 2d 797 (2001). 
Defendant argues that Campbell’s testimony was prejudicially 
graphic and inflammatory. However, in State v. Moseley, 336 N.C. 710, 
720, 445 S.E.2d 906, 911-12 (1994), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1120, 130. 
L. Ed. 2d 802 (1995), this Court determined that it was not error for 
the State to introduce at sentencing testimony from the victim of a 
prior violent felony to support the (e)(3) aggravating circumstance 
even though the testimony tended to be graphic. We have reviewed 
the testimony in question and have determined that it is not so vivid 
or disturbing as to be unfairly prejudicial to defendant. Instead, the 
testimony described in reasonably objective terms the number of 
injuries sustained by the victim and the effect of the incident on her 
life. Accordingly, this evidence was admissible to illuminate the cir- 
cumstances surrounding the prior violent felony committed by 
defendant. 
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Defendant argues the trial court erroneously failed to exclude 
testimony from Campbell that she was “extremely bitter” with de- 
fendant. This evidence came out when defense counsel asked her on 
cross-examination: “I take it you're sort of bitter with the military.” 
The court overruled the prosecutor’s objection, and defense counsel 
asked the question again in more general terms: “I take it you're bit- 
ter.” She responded, “Not the military; I’m extremely bitter, yes, with 
[defendant] because of what he clid to me and he ruined my life. 
{Defendant] ruined my health. [Defendant] ruined my emotional sta- 
bility and my mental ability.” Defendant did not elicit this testimony 
because his origina] question was limited to Campbell’s perceptions 
of the military. Nevertheless, in her previous testimony, Campbell 
detailed the many psychological and physical difficulties she had 
experienced as a result of being raped. She pointed out that defend- 
ant’s question was accurate in assuming that she had been embittered 
but was inaccurate as to the reason. The court did not err in failing 
sua sponte to strike this testimony. 


Finally, defendant alleges that Campbell stated that her testimony 
was true. Our examination of the transcript reveals one statement 
where Campbell responds to a question by stating that she has truth- 
fully testified as to her recollection of events. Because she was not 
claiming to have testified as to the objective truth, we find no error in 
this testimony. 


After a thorough review of the record, we determine that the 
trial court did not commit error or plain error in permitting the 
admission of the testimony of Campbell. This assignment of error is 
overruled. 


Defendant also assigns as error six aspects of the prosecutor's 
closing arguments during the capital sentencing proceeding. 
Defendant objected to one of these aspects. As to the rest, our stand- 
ard of review is to determine whether the argument was so grossly 
improper as to warrant the trial court’s intervention ex mero motu. 
State v. Craig, 308 N.C. 446, 457, 302 S.E.2d 740, 747, cert. denied, 464 
U.S. 908, 78 L. Ed. 2d 247 (1983). 


{16] First, defendant contends the prosecutor told the jury that 
defendant requested the submission of the (f)(1) mitigating circum- 
stance, that defendant has no significant history of prior criminal 
activity. N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(1). In fact, at the charge conference, 
defendant specifically requested that the (f)(1) mitigator not be sub- 
mitted, but the trial court nevertheless instructed as to this circum- 
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stance. During the prosecutor’s closing argument at sentencing, he 
stated: 


Let’s—Number 1, they'll present, well that’s—you'll have—the 
Court will present to you—on this piece of paper is one that says, 
“Has the defendant previously been convicted of a felony involv- 
ing the use or threat of violence?” You know, that’s Number 1. 
“The defendant has no significant history of criminal—of prior 
criminal activity.” 


While a prosecutor may not argue to a jury that a defendant sub- 
mitted the (f)(1) mitigating circumstance when defendant has 
objected to its use, in the case at bar we do not find that the 
prosecutor’s argument was grossly improper. The prosecutor imme- 
diately corrected himself during his argument by stating that the 
court would present the mitigating circumstance to the jury. Further, 
we have held that any misunderstanding can be cured when the trial 
court instructs that the defendant did not seek this mitigating cir- 
cumstance. State v. Parker, 350 N.C. 411, 487, 516 S.E.2d 106, 124 
(1999), cert. denied, 528 U.S. 1084, 145 L. Ed. 2d 681 (2000); State v. 
Walker, 343 N.C. 216, 223, 469 S.E.2d 919, 923, cert. denied, 519 U.S. 
901, 136 L. Ed. 2d 180 (1996). In the case sub judice, the trial court 
gave such an instruction. 


[17] Second, defendant argues that, at least on two occasions, the 
prosecutor argued facts outside the record. Specifically, defendant 
complains the prosecutor argued that “[defendant] said ‘He slapped 
me.’ There’s no evidence of that,” and that “[the victim] probably 
could have lived but [defendant] did not know that.” 


We have held that “[t]rial counsel is allowed wide latitude in argu- 
ment to the jury and may argue all of the evidence which has been 
presented as well as reasonable inferences which arise therefrom.” 
State v. Guevara, 349 N.C. 243, 257, 506 S.E.2d 711, 721 (1998), cert. 
denied, 526 U.S. 1133, 148 L. Ed. 2d 1013 (1999). As to the prosecu- 
tor’s statement that there was no evidence that the victim slapped 
defendant, the record of the prosecutor’s entire argument shows that 
he acknowledged that defendant’s statement included the claim that 
the victim slapped him. The prosecutor’s argument about the lack of 
evidence, therefore, may be read as pointing out that defendant’s 
statement was uncorroborated. The prosecutor’s comment that the 
victim might have lived is harder to understand in light of the sever- 
ity of the victim’s injuries. Presumably, the prosecutor was not refer- 
ring to that portion of defendant’s statement where he said the victim 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 365 


STATE v. BARDEN 
(356 N.C. 316 (2002)] 


was still mumbling and stirring after the assault, because defendant 
was the source of that information. At any rate, the statement was 
only a passing comment made in a lengthy argument, and even if 
defendant had objected, we fail to see that it could have had any prej- 
udicial effect. After a review of the record, we believe these state- 
ments were not so grossly improper as to warrant intervention by the 
trial court ex mero motu. 


[18] Third, defendant claims he deserves a new sentencing hearing 
because the prosecutor improperly introduced race into his sentenc- 
ing phase closing argument. 


Can {the victim] and his family receive justice in Sampson 
County? 


Can they receive justice in Sampson County? They look 
different than us, they don’t speak the language that I—we 
speak. They come in here and we have to have somebody speak 
the language for us. [The victim] didn’t speak the language. He 
was a foreigner. 


We see them [at] the Piggly Wiggly and just don’t feel com- 
fortable and it’s just not—we don’t know how to relate. 
Sometimes, they’re almost invisible. Don’t let [the victim] and his 
family be invisible to you. He deserves the same justice that all of 
us enjoy; the same protection of the law. [The victim]—each of 
you said that you agreed with that. 


After examining the full transcript and the context in which these 
comments were made, we hold that the statements were not so 
grossly improper that the trial court should have intervened ex mero 
motu. The prosecutor's arguments were not designed to generate an 
issue of race in the trial. Instead, the prosecutor sought to remind the 
jury of the victim’s humanity and to point out that, despite the vic- 
tim’s unexalted social status and modest economic means, his mur- 
der was as consequential as the killing of any other mortal. See 
William Shakespeare, Merchant of Venice act 3, sc. 1, 60-69. 


{19] Fourth, defendant contends the prosecutor misstated the law at 
least five times during his closing argument in the sentencing pro- 
ceeding. Specifically, defendant argues that the prosecutor incor- 
rectly argued (1) that mitigating circumstances were synonymous 
with excuses, (2) that fewer than all jurors could find an aggravating 
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circumstance, (3) that the jury could return a death sentence based 
solely on the aggravating circumstances, (4) that the prosecutor mis- 
represented the significance of Issue Three, and (5) that the prosecu- 
tor erroneously told the jury that it had already found an aggravating 
circumstance of pecuniary gain because it had convicted defendant 
of armed robbery in the guilt-innocence phase. Defendant objected 
only to the fifth alleged misstatement; as to the others, we review the 
record to determine whether the prosecutor’s statements were 
grossly improper. “A trial court is not required to intervene ex mero 
motu where a prosecutor makes comments during closing argument 
which are substantially correct ‘shorthand summaries’ of the law, 
‘even if slightly slanted toward the State’s perspective.’” State v. 
Warren, 347 N.C. 309, 322, 492 S.E.2d 609, 616 (1997) (quoting State 
v. Frye, 341 N.C. 470, 491, 461 S.E.2d 664, 682-83 (1995), cert. denied, 
D17 U.S. 1123, 184 L. Ed. 2d 526 (1996)), cert. denied, 523 U.S. 1109, 
140 L. Ed. 2d 818 (1998). 


After a careful review of each statement alleged as error, we find 
no gross impropriety in the prosecutor’s arguments. See, e.g., State v. 
Mill, 347 N.C. 275, 299, 493 S.E.2d 264, 278 (1997) (no gross impro- 
priety where mitigating circumstances characterized by prosecutor 
as excuses), cert. denied, 523 U.S. 1142, 140 L. Ed. 2d 1099 (1998); 
State v. Frye, 341 N.C. at 491, 461 S.E.2d at 682-83 (prosecutor’s 
slightly slanted statements as to significance of Issue Three not 
grossly improper). The statements made by the prosecutor, while not 
technically correct, were not so misleading that the trial court erred 
by failing to intervene ex mero motu. Most important, any misstate- 
ments of law by the prosecutor were cured by proper instructions 
given by the trial court when it charged the jury. Finally, we address 
the prosecutor’s comment to the jury that its conviction of defendant 
for armed robbery established the aggravating circumstance of pecu- 
niary gain. Although defendant raised a timely objection to this argu- 
ment, we do not perceive that defendant could have been prejudiced 
by the prosecutor’s statement. The jury had already returned a ver- 
dict of guilty of armed robbery, and the court was going to submit 
pecuniary gain as a possible aggravating circumstance for the jury to 
consider at sentencing. The prosecutor's statement that armed rob- 
bery “is” pecuniary gain was not so wide of the mark as to constitute 
reversible error. 


[20] Fifth, defendant contends that the prosecutor improperly 
argued that the jury’s accountability to its community should lead it 
to vote for death. The prosecutor argued: 
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You took an oath. You became—you became the voice and 
the moral conscious [sic] of this community. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Just a moment. It’s overruled. You may proceed. 
[PROSECUTOR]: Thank you, Your Honor. 


You become the voice and the moral conscious [sic] of this 
community. That’s what your position is now. As a result, you 
have an obligation to do something about this crime. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Your objection is overruled. You may proceed. 


[PROSECUTOR]: I contend to you that the buck stops here. If 
you let this man have life, you'll be doing yourself, this commu- 
nity and this State a disservice. 


This Court has consistently held that a prosecutor may argue that 
a jury is “the voice and conscience” of the community. State v. 
Brown, 320 N.C. 179, 204, 358 S.E.2d 1, 18, cert. denied, 484 U.S. 970, 
98 L. Ed. 2d 406 (1987); State v. Bishop, 346 N.C. 365, 396, 488 $.E.2d 
769, 786 (1997). A prosecutor may also ask the jury to “send a mes- 
sage” to the community regarding justice. State v. Artis, 325 N.C. at 
329-30, 384 S.E.2d at 499-500. In contrast, we have held that a prose- 
cutor cannot encourage the jury to “lend an ear to the community.” 
State v. Golphin, 352 N.C. at 471, 533 S.E.2d at 237. In other words, 
the jury may speak for the community, but the community cannot 
speak to the jury. Accordingly, we hold that the prosecutor properly 
argued to the jury that it was the voice and moral conscience of the 
community without suggesting that the jury “lend an ear to the com- 
munity.” Instead, the prosecutor urged the jury to remember that the 
final responsibility for the case rested with them. In State v. Miller, 
315 N.C. 773, 779, 340 S.E.2d 290, 293-94 (1986), we held a similar 
argument proper where the prosecutor argued: 


“The buck stops in these 12 seats right here. If anything is going 
to be done about serious crime—this case... 


“Mr. HARRIS: Objection. 
“THE CourRT: Overruled. 


“or any other case where 12 people can come in and occupy these 
12 seats, that’s what i[t] comes down to and I know that you’re 
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conscientious individuals and people with abundance of reason 
and common sense and I’m going to sit down here in just a 
moment confident that you’re going to do the right thing and | 
suggest to you the right thing is to find Jerry Miller guilty of three. 
counts of armed robbery... .” 


In the case at bar, the prosecutor did not contend that the community 
demanded defendant’s execution. Instead, he asked the jury not to do 
itself and the community the “disservice” of returning a recommen- 
dation of life imprisonment. Based upon our review of the record, we 
hold that the trial court did not abuse its discretion in overruling 
defendant’s objections to the argument. 


[21] Sixth, and finally, defendant contends the trial court committed 
error when it allowed the prosecutor to argue that defendant killed 
the victim to eliminate him as a witness. After discussing defendant’s 
1984 rape conviction, the prosecutor made the following argument: 
“But [defendant] left a witness the last time; didn’t he? It cost him 
three and a half years in Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. If there’s one 
thing you can say about [defendant] it’s that he learns.” 


Defendant did not object to this comment, so we review the 
record for evidence of gross impropriety. The prosecution did not 
request an instruction as to the (e)(4) aggravating circumstance. 
However, the jury found that defendant was guilty of armed robbery, 
the felony supporting the felony murder conviction. Because the rob- 
bery and the infliction of mortal wounds on the victim in the instant 
case were intertwined parts of a continuous transaction, State v. 
Olson, 330 N.C. 557, 566, 411 S.E.2d 592, 597 (1992), the prosecutor’s 
comments on efforts arguably made by defendant to escape success- 
fully and enjoy the use of the stolen money were not so grossly 
improper as to require the court to intervene ex mero motu, see State 
v. Oliver, 302 N.C. 28, 62, 274 S.E.2d 183, 204 (1981). 


[22] Defendant renews in the context of sentencing his contention 
that the trial court erred when it admitted the State’s sentencing evi- 
dence and argument concerning both the victim’s good character and 
the impact of the crime on the victim’s family. Victim-impact state- 
ments may be used during a capital sentencing proceeding because 
the State has “the right to offer admissible evidence of the impact of 
the crime, which shall be considered by the court or jury in sentenc- 
ing the defendant.” N.C.G.S. § 15A-833 (2001). Victim-impact state- 
ments may include “[a] description of the nature and extent of any 
physical, psychological, or emotional injury suffered by the victim as 
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a result of the offense committed by the defendant.” Jd. However, 
any evidence “so unduly prejudicial that it renders the trial funda- 
mentally unfair” is inadmissible. Payne v. Tennessee, 501 U.S. 808, 
825, 115 L. Ed. 2d 720, 735 (1991). 


We first address the testimony as to the victim’s character. In this 
case, the victim’s wife came to the United States for the trial. She tes- 
tified at the sentencing proceeding that she and the victim had a six- 
year-old daughter. The victim had worked in Sampson County and 
had sent money to her in Mexico to support the family. When asked 
to describe the victim as a father and a husband, she replied, “[H]e 
was very good. He worked to give us the best.” One of the victim’s 
brothers testified through an interpreter that 


{the victim] was a person, noble, respected, he was a working 
man. He came from Mexico to work here in the United States— 


(DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. Motion to strike that 
response. 


THE Court: It’s overruled. You may continue. 


[WITNESS]: ... to send money to his wife [and] daughter that 
they were in Mexico. He would also send money to my mother. 
He was a responsible man for the whole, entire family. 


The testimony of family members helped describe for the jury what 
type of person the victim had been and what had been lost when he 
was killed. 


“(T]he State has a legitimate interest in counteracting the miti- 
gating evidence which the defendant is entitled to put in, by 
reminding the sentencer that just as the murderer should be 
considered as an individual, so too the victim is an individual 
whose death represents a unique loss to society and in particular 
to his family.” 


Id. (quoting Booth v. Maryland, 482 U.S. 496, 517, 96 L. Ed. 2d 440, 
457 (1987) (White, J., dissenting) (citation omitted)). This testimony 
fell squarely within the reach of N.C.G.S. § 15A-833 and was not so 
prejudicial that it made the trial fundamentally unfair. 


Defendant also contends that the prosecutor improperly argued 
victim-impact to the jury during his closing argument. 


You should decide this case from the evidence, on the law, 
and you should decide it from what is right and do justice. And 
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they'll tell that you shouldn’t decide it on the basis of sympathy 
for the family and that’s true. But you can consider what this fam- 
ily has been going through. You can consider what this family has 
lost. [Defendant’s] lawyer is going to say you can’t consider it. 


{DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE CourT: Overruled. 
[PROSECUTOR]: You can consider all of those things. 


N.C.G.S. § 15A-833 permits introduction of victim-impact evidence at 
sentencing. Although it may have been preferable for the prosecutor 
to forecast that defendant’s lawyer would argue that the jury should 
not consider such evidence, rather than could not, it is not impermis- 
sible for one side to attempt in argument to address the anticipated 
arguments of the opposition. See, e.g., State v. Walls, 342 N.C. 1, 
48-49, 463 S.E.2d 738, 763 (1995), cert. denied, 517 U.S. 1197, 134 
L. Ed. 2d 794 (1996); State v. Daniels, 337 N.C. 248, 279, 446 
S.E.2d 298, 320-21 (1994), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1135, 1380 L. Ed. 2d 
895 (1995). We do not find reversible error in the prosecutor's 
argument. 


These assignments of error are overruled. 


[23] Defendant contends that there was insufficient evidence to sup- 
port the trial court’s submission to the jury of the statutory aggravat- 
ing circumstance that the murder was “especially heinous, atrocious, 
or cruel” pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(9). In determining 
whether the evidence was sufficient to support the circumstance, this 
Court “must consider the evidence ‘in the light most favorable to the 
State, and the State is entitled to every reasonable inference to 
be drawn therefrom.’” State v. Flippen, 349 N.C. 264, 270, 506 
S.E.2d 702, 706 (1998) (quoting State v. Lloyd, 321 N.C. 301, 319, 364 
S.E.2d 316, 328, sentence vacated on other grounds, 488 U.S. 807, 102 
L. Ed. 2d 18 (1988)), cert. denied, 526 U.S. 1135, 143 L. Ed. 2d 1015 
(1999). “[D]etermination of whether submission of the (e)(9) aggra- 
vating circumstance is warranted depends on the particular facts of 
each case.” State v. Call, 353 N.C. at 424, 545 S.E.2d at 205. 


We have identified three types of murders that warrant submis- 
sion of the (e)(9) aggravating circumstance. 


The first type consists of those killings that are physically ago- 
nizing for the victim or which are in some other way dehumaniz- 
ing. State v. Lloyd, 321 N.C. [at] 319, 364 S.E.2d [at] 328. The 
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second type includes killings that are less violent but involve 
infliction of psychological torture by leaving the victim in his or 
her “last moments aware of but helpless to prevent impending 
death,” State v. Hamlet, 312 N.C. [162,] 175, 321 S.E.2d [837,] 846 
[(1984)], and thus may be considered “conscienceless, pitiless, or 
unnecessarily torturous to the victim,” State v. Brown, 315 N.C. 
40, 65, 337 S.E.2d 808, 826-27 (1985), cert. denied, 476 U.S. 1164, 
90 L. Ed. 2d 733 (1986), and overruled on other grounds by State 
v. Vandiver, 321 N.C. 570, 364 S.E.2d 373 (1988). The third type 
includes killings that “demonstrate[] an unusual depravity of 
mind on the part of the defendant beyond that normally present 
in first-degree murder[s].” Jd. at 65, 337 S.E.2d at 827. 


State v. Lloyd, 354 N.C. at 122, 552 S.E.2d at 627-28 (citations al- 
tered; textual alterations in original). 


The evidence shows that defendant borrowed money from the 
victim to support a drug habit, then returned that same night to solicit 
another loan for more drugs. When the victim refused the second 
request, defendant struck the victim on the head at least fourteen 
times. The pathologist who performed the autopsy testified that the 
wounds found on the victim’s head were likely caused by two dis- 
similar weapons. At least half of the fourteen wounds penetrated to 
the skull, causing fracture. While the pathologist testified that two of 
the wounds were considered “significant injuries” to the head that 
would “likely instantly incapacit[ate]” the victim, defendant’s state- 
ment suggested that the victim did not die immediately. Special Agent 
Keane, who participated in the interview of defendant on 16 April 
1998, testified as follows: 


[Defendant] stated that as his head was turned to the right, he 
observed a small, sledge-like hammer lying on top of a grinder. 
[Defendant] then took two steps and picked the hammer up with 
his right hand. [Defendant] then walked . .. up to [the victim] who 
was continuing to wash the equipment down. [The victim] had his 
back to [defendant]. [Defendant] then struck [the victim] in the 
back of the head three or four times with the hammer. 
[Defendant] indicated that it appeared that [the victim] was try- 
ing to get something, possibly a weapon, from his left, front pants 
pocket. [Defendant] then struck [the victim] three more times 
with the hammer about the head. [The victim] then fell to his 
knees. [Defendant] stated that he then hit [the victim] a couple of 
more times in the neck area. 
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[The victim] then fell completely onto the floor, onto his 
stomach. [Defendant] stated that [the victim] was mumbling 
something and was moving slightly on the floor. 


Viewed in the light most favorable to the State, we agree that this 
murder was violent and depraved. See State v. Huffstetler, 312 N.C. 
92, 115-16, 322 8.E.2d 110, 125 (1984), cert. denied, 471 U.S. 1009, 85 
L. Ed. 2d 169 (1985). The (e)(9) aggravating circumstance was prop- 
erly submitted for the jury’s consideration. This assignment of error 
is overruled. 


[24] Defendant next contends that the trial court erred when it 
Submitted the (f)(1) mitigating circumstance that “[t]he defend- 
ant has no significant history of prior criminal activity.” N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(f)(1). As noted earlier in this opinion, defendant asked the 
trial court during the charge conference not to instruct the jury as to 
this circumstance. The trial court denied defendant’s request and sub- 
mitted to the jury the (f)(1) mitigator in addition to the (e)(3) aggra- 
vating circumstance that defendant “had been previously convicted 
of a felony involving the use or threat of violence to the person,” 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3). The (f)(1) instruction included a statement 
by the court advising the jury that defendant had not requested the 
submission of that mitigating circumstance. Defendant argues the 
(f)(1) mitigating circumstance was not supported by the evidence 
and its submission violated defendant’s right to a fair sentencing 
hearing. 


This Court has held that “the test governing the trial court’s deci- 
sion to submit the (f)(1) mitigator is ‘whether a rational jury could 
conclude that defendant had no significant history of prior criminal 
activity.’ ” State v. Blakeney, 352 N.C. 287, 318, 531 S.E.2d 799, 821 
(2000) (quoting State v. Wilson, 322 N.C. 117, 148, 367 S.E.2d 589, 604 
(1988)), cert. denied, 531 U.S. 1117, 148 L. Ed. 2d 780 (2001). If the 
trial court determines that a rational jury could find that defendant 
had no significant history of prior criminal activity, “the statutory mit- 
igating circumstance must be submitted to the jury, without regard to 
the wishes of the State or the defendant.” State v. Mahaley, 332 N.C. 
583, 597, 423 S.E.2d 58, 66 (1992), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1089, 130 
L. Ed. 2d 649 (1995). The presence of some evidence of a defendant’s 
prior violent criminal activity does not preclude submission of the 
(f)(1) mitigator. See, e.g., State v. Billings, 348 N.C. 169, 188-89, 500 
S.E.2d 423, 435 (proper to submit (f)(1) mitigating circumstance 
despite the defendant’s prior conviction for attempted second-degree 
murder as well as a history of drug-dealing), cert. denied, 525 U.S. 
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1005, 142 L. Ed. 2d 431 (1998); State v. Ball, 344 N.C. 290, 310-11, 474 
S.E.2d 345, 357 (1996) (proper to submit (f)(1) mitigating circum- 
stance despite the defendant’s convictions for robbery, felonious 
assault, and forgery, as well as a history of drug abuse), cert. denied, 
520 U.S. 1180, 137 L. Ed. 2d 561 (1997). 


Our review of the record reveals that the trial court properly sub- 
mitted the (f)(1) mitigating circumstance. Defendant’s prior criminal 
record consists of a 1984 conviction for rape. We believe that a 
rational juror could have found defendant had no significant his- 
tory of prior criminal activity. Defendant tendered expert testimony 
that his addiction to alcohol and drugs caused him to do things 
that he could not control. In fact, defendant’s expert, Dr. Roy Mathew, 
testified that defendant has 


[no] breaking and entering charges— 
[PROSECUTOR]: Objection. 
WITNESS: —there was no history of breaking and entering— 
THE COURT: Overruled. 


WITNESS: —no history of mugging anybody, no history of fam- 
ily violence, no history of getting into fights in bars, no history of 
getting into fights where he was working; that, combined with 
reports furnished by all the clinics he has been to offer him as an 
introverted, shy person[,] force[s] me to[{] conclude that his 
behavior during the night of the alleged crime was out of charac- 
ter with him. 


Moreover, defendant sought during cross-examination of the rape 
victim to convince the jury that the victim’s version of the events 
was not believable. For example, defendant elicited that although 
the victim claimed that she had been brutally raped, she had been 
treated and released from the hospital within three or four hours. 
Defendant was similarly able to show that the victim’s statement to 
investigators was inconsistent with her sentencing testimony as to 
how much she had to drink and her state of inebriation on the night 
of the attack. In light of the nature of defendant’s criminal history 
and of defendant’s evidence, considered either independently or 
together, we conclude that the trial court properly submitted the 
(f)(1) mitigating circumstance. 


[25] We also reject defendant’s related assertion that the trial court 
erred in submitting both the (f)(1) mitigating circumstance and the 
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(e)(3) aggravating circumstance. We have consistently held the sub- 
mission of both of these circumstances to be proper. See State v. 
Blakeney, 352 N.C. at 319, 531 S.E.2d at 821-22; State v. Ball, 344 N.C. 
at 311-13, 474 S.E.2d at 357-59; State v. Walker, 343 N.C. at 224-26, 469 
S.E.2d at 923-24. This assignment of error is overruled. 


{26] Defendant contends the trial court erred when it failed to sub- 
mit defendant’s proposed nonstatutory mitigating circumstance num- 
ber five, which read: “Consider whether . . . defendant has a good 
reputation in the community in which he lives.” Defendant complains 
that he presented eight witnesses at his sentencing proceeding whose 
testimony fully supported this proposed circumstance. 


This Court has held that in order for a defendant to 


demonstrate that the trial court erred by refusing to submit a 
requested nonstatutory mitigating circumstance, defendant must 
establish that “(1) the nonstatutory mitigating circumstance is 
one which the jury could reasonably find had mitigating value, 
and (2) there is sufficient evidence of the existence of the cir- 
cumstance to require it to be submitted to the jury.” 


State v. Blakeney, 352 N.C. at 316-17, 531 S.E.2d at 820 (quoting State 
v. Benson, 323 N.C. 318, 325, 372 S.E.2d 517, 521 (1988)). Our exami- 
nation of the record reveals that none of the eight witnesses testified 
to defendant’s good reputation in the community in which he lived. 
For example, witnesses Dwight Thornton and Billy Ray Jacobs testi- 
fied to defendant’s exemplary work habits, while defendant’s sister 
testified how defendant helped their mother during illness, and 
Reverend Becton spoke of defendant’s service to the church. We have 
reviewed the testimony of all of defendant’s character witnesses at 
the sentencing proceeding. The evidence of laudable personal char- 
acteristics and specific instances of good conduct did not address 
defendant’s actual reputation in the community. Based upon the evi- 
dence, we hold that the trial court properly denied defendant’s 
request for the submission of this nonstatutory mitigating circum- 
stance to the jury. 


Even assuming arguendo that the trial court did err, the error was 
harmless beyond a reasonable doubt. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-1443(b) 
(2001). “A trial court’s error in failing to submit a nonstatutory miti- 
gating circumstance is harmless ‘where it is clear that the Jury was 
not prevented from considering any potential mitigating evidence.’ ” 
State v. Skipper, 337 N.C. 1, 56, 446 $.E.2d 252, 283 (1994) (quoting 
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State v. Green, 336 N.C. 142, 183, 443 S.E.2d 14, 38, cert. denied, 513 
U.S. 1046, 130 L. Ed. 2d 547 (1994)), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1134, 130 
L. Ed. 2d 895 (1995). The trial court submitted the following two mit- 
igating circumstances relating to defendant’s character evidence: 


(4)... 


P. Friends, family and employers uniformly describe the 
Defendant as a peaceful, non-aggressive person. 


Q. The Defendant was a productive member of his church in 
the years just preceding his arrest. 


Accordingly, the jury was not prevented from considering defendant’s 
mitigating evidence. This assignment of error is overruled. 


Defendant contends that the trial court erred when it refused to 
instruct peremptorily that five nonstatutory and one statutory miti- 
gating circumstances submitted to the jury were supported by uncon- 
troverted evidence. This Court has frequently noted a significant dif- 
ference between statutory and  nonstatutory' mitigating 
circumstances in a capital case. If the jury finds that a statutory mit- 
igating circumstance exists, it must also find that the circumstance 
has mitigating value; by contrast, the jury may find that a nonstatu- 
tory mitigating circumstance exists but has no mitigating value. See, 
e.g., State v. Lawrence, 352 N.C. at 31, 530 S.E.2d at 826. Despite this 
difference, where a defendant seeks a peremptory instruction as to a 
statutory or nonstatutory mitigating circumstance that is supported 
by uncontroverted and manifestly credible evidence, the defendant 
is entitled to a peremptory instruction. State v. Green, 336 N.C. at 
173-74, 443 S.E.2d at 32-33; State v. Gay, 334 N.C. 467, 493, 434 S.E.2d 
840, 855 (1993). Although the form of the peremptory instruction is 
different for statutory and nonstatutory mitigating circumstances, 
State v. Green, 336 N.C. at 173-74, 443 S.E.2d at 32-33, failure to give 
such an instruction where one is warranted constitutes reversible 
error, State v. Gay, 334 N.C. at 493-94, 434 S.E.2d at 855. 


It is possible that one or more of the nonstatutory mitigating cir- 
cumstances found by none of the jurors would have been found 
by one or more of the jurors had the judge given a peremptory 
instruction as requested. In regard to the nonstatutory miti- 
gating circumstances which were found by one or more jurors, 
we have no way of knowing whether or not they were unani- 
mously found. If one was not unanimously found, it is possible 
that more jurors, or all the jurors, would have found the circum- 
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stance to exist and to have mitigating value had a peremptory 
instruction been given. 


It is reasonably possible that the number of circumstances 
found by individual jurors in response to Issue Two at the sen- 
tencing proceeding could have had an effect on the balancing 
required for Issue Three. Therefore we are unable to say that the 
failure to peremptorily instruct the jury as to the nonstatutory 
mitigating circumstances which were supported by uncontro- 
verted evidence did not impair the jury’s consideration of such 
circumstances. Accordingly, we are unable to find the error harm- 
less beyond a reasonable doubt. Therefore, defendant must 
receive a new sentencing proceeding. 


Id. at 494, 434 $.E.2d at 855. 


Although in Gay this Court cited a harmless error standard of 
review as to this issue, our above-quoted analysis effectively ruled 
out the likelihood of finding harmless error in any but the most 
unusual circumstances. Nevertheless, while the reasons supporting 
the remedy of virtually automatic reversal set out in Gay are sound, 
the effect is unquestionably draconian. In practice, a trial judge must 
recall from a trial that has extended over days or even weeks not only 
the evidence purporting to support a particular mitigating circum- 
stance, but also whether other evidence controverted defendant’s evi- 
dence, directly or indirectly. Even where the judge has the active 
assistance of trial counsel, the prospect can be daunting. 


In the case at bar, defendant filed a written motion titled 
“Request for Peremptory Jury Instructions as to Non-Statutory 
Mitigating Circumstances.” The judge thereafter held a charge con- 
ference and agreed to instruct as to every such circumstance 
requested by defendant except for one that defendant withdrew as 
being duplicative. The judge then reviewed each nonstatutory 
mitigating circumstance individually, in some cases discussed the 
circumstance, invited comment from defense counsel and the prose- 
cutor, then determined whether his instruction as to that mitigating 
circumstance would be peremptory. In light of this procedure fol- 
lowed by the conscientious trial court, we will review with deference 
its determinations whether the record showed that a particular cir- 
cumstance was controverted or manifestly credible. We consider 
defendant’s contentions seriatim. As we do, we bear in mind that in 
Gay the State conceded that the evidence was uncontroverted as to 
defendant’s nonstatutory mitigating circumstances, id. at 493 n.4, 434 
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S.E.2d at 855 n.4, while in the case at bar, the State argues that the 
court’s decisions were justified by the record. 


{27] Defendant submitted the nonstatutory mitigating circumstance 
that “[t]he Defendant was a responsible praise worthy worker who 
supervisors relied on.” Because there was evidence to support this 
circumstance, the court properly submitted it to the jury. However, 
Dwight Thornton, one of defencant’s supervisors, testified that 
defendant was given a leave of absence to attend a drug-treatment 
program. Defendant’s expert, Dr. Mathew, testified that defendant’s 
chronic alcohol abuse caused him to lose a number of jobs. Because 
the evidence as to this circumstance was controverted, the trial court 
properly declined to give a peremptory instruction. 


[28] Defendant asked the court to instruct peremptorily that “the 
Defendant was a productive member of the U.S. Army, winning 
awards and citations, for his performance.” The record shows that 
defendant served in the Army twice. During his first term of enlist- 
ment, defendant was a competent soldier and received an honorable 
discharge. However, he was convicted of rape during his second term 
and dishonorably discharged. In light of this decidedly mixed record, 
the trial court properly declined to give a peremptory instruction as 
to this circumstance. We also note that the court provided a peremp- 
tory instruction as to the related nonstatutory mitigating circum- 
stance that “the Defendant was honorably discharged from the 
United States Army.” 


{29] Defendant sought a peremptory instruction as to the statutory 
mitigating circumstance that “[t]he capacity of the defendant to 
appreciate the criminality of his conduct or to conform his conduct 
to the requirements of law was impaired.” N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(6). 
Defendant presented evidence of such impairment through the 
expert testimony of Dr. Mathew, who acknowledged that his analysis 
of defendant was made solely in preparation for his court appear- 
ance. We have held that the testimony of an expert witness who has 
prepared an analysis of a defendant in preparation for trial “lacks the 
indicia of reliability based on the self-interest inherent in obtaining 
appropriate medical treatment” and, because not “manifestly credi- 
ble,” does not support a peremptory instruction as to this particular 
mitigating circumstance. State v. Bishop, 343 N.C. 518, 557-58, 472 
S.E.2d 842, 863-64 (1996), cert. denied, 519 U.S. 1097, 1386 L. Ed. 2d 
723 (1997). Also, as in Bishop, the expert testimony in the case at bar 
was not uncontroverted. Dr. Mathew testified on cross-examination 
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that he based his analysis on the amount of cocaine defendant told 
him he had consumed the night of the murder; however, if defendant 
had consumed a lesser amount of cocaine that night, Dr. Mathew 
would significantly change his opinion as to defendant’s ability to 
appreciate the criminality of his conduct. The State concomitantly 
established that defendant advised Dr. Mathew that he had smoked 
eight or ten rocks of crack cocaine before the murder, but reported 
to police that he had consumed only three rocks. In light of Dr. 
Mathew’s reservations and the inconsistencies between defendant's 
statements, we cannot say this mitigating circumstance was sup- 
ported by uncontroverted and manifestly credible evidence. 


[30] Defendant requested that the court provide a peremptory 
instruction that “the Defendant’s mother abused alcohol, as did other 
family members.” During the charge conference, the judge reviewed 
defendant’s list of requested mitigating circumstances, discussing 
which ones were entitled to a peremptory instruction. When he 
reached the one now under consideration, he stated: “I’m not inclined 
to give a peremptory on that. Does the defendant wish to be heard 
further?” Defense counsel responded: “No.” Thereafter, the court 
instructed as to the circumstance, but not peremptorily. The record 
shows that defendant called as witnesses Sally Williams, a sister, and 
Angeline Williams, a cousin. Sally Williams testified that their mother 
drank, as did other members of the family, and Angeline Williams tes- 
tified that there was drinking around the house on weekends and that 
all the adults were alcoholics. However, there was no testimony as to 
defendant’s presence during these drinking bouts. Although Dr. 
Mathew, defendant’s expert, acknowledged that defendant’s mother 
might have been an alcoholic, he could not be certain. In light of 
defendant’s family ties with these witnesses and the lack of specific 
evidence as to defendant’s contact with the drinking, we cannot say 
that uncontroverted and manifestly credible evidence existed to sup- 
port a peremptory charge as to this mitigating circumstance. 


[31] Defendant requested a peremptory instruction that “the 
Defendant was exposed to violence among family members as a 
child.” When this instruction was discussed at the charge conference, 
the judge stated, “[A]s to [this circumstance], not inclined to give it 
[peremptorily].” Defense counsel replied, “I don’t wish to be heard.” 
The record establishes that both Sally Williams and Angeline Williams 
recalled that there had been fights at the family home, and Angeline 
Williams testified that “we” were exposed to fighting. Although the 
term “we” unquestionably refers to the younger children in the house, 
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she also testified that there were a number of such children and did 
not discuss the nature or extent of defendant’s involvement. Sally 
Williams spoke of a murder that took place at an aunt’s house. When 
asked if defendant had been present and seen that murder, she 
responded: “I reckon he was standing around too. He had a—I don’t 
know—he probably were on the outside where it—the shooting were 
at ‘cause they was a lot of kids. .. . I can’t say that he seen him shoot 
him... .” However, Sally Williams also testified without equivocation 
that defendant helped take the victim to seek medical help. Because 
of the family relationship between defendant and these witnesses and 
the uncertainties expressed in their testimony, we cannot say that 
this evidence contained the requisite manifest credibility to require 
the court to instruct the jury as to this mitigating circumstance in 
peremptory form. 


[32] Finally, defendant requested a peremptory instruction on the 
nonstatutory mitigating circumstance that “as a child the Defendant 
witnessed his mother returning home with men at a drunken and half 
drunken state.” At the charge conference, the trial court and counsel 
changed this circumstance to read that “as a child, the defendant was 
present in the home when his mother returned home with various 
men in a drunken state.” When this circumstance was discussed at 
the charge conference, the judge stated, “I’m not inclined to give a 
peremptory. Does the defendant wish to be heard further?” Defense 
counsel responded, “No.” The only evidence in the record to support 
this circumstance is Angeline Williams’ testimony: 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Okay. And would there be men over 
there lots of times? 


A. We had a lot of activity with male friends. 

Q. Would they spend the night over there sometimes? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And did this go on in front of all the children? 

A. Yes, sir; it was very open. 


The testimony in which the above-quoted questions are embedded 
deals with visitors who would drink, sometimes to excess. 
Nevertheless, the record contains no suggestion that defendant's 
mother would leave home to find these visitors or, having left home 
for whatever reason, would return with them. In addition, the instruc- 
tion is ambiguous in that it could refer to the drunken state of either 
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the mother or the various men. Accordingly, the trial court properly 
refused defendant’s request for this peremptory instruction. 


These assignments of error are overruled. 


{33} Defendant contends that he is entitled to a new capital sen- 
tencing proceeding because the trial court erred when it allowed the 
prosecutor to comment about defendant’s failure to call his wife to 
testify. In his closing argument during the sentencing proceeding, the 
prosecutor stated: 


[Defendant and his counsel] called Dr. Mathew. Let’s take a 
second and talk about him. One thing he talks about is how the 
things are going on in his life and what he’s going through. You 
would think that they would call some people who would have 
said, “This was all the drugs he was doing that night” or, “This is 
how it happened.” They could have called and said—the burden 
of persuasion is on them. They could have called Mercado Green, 
Aretha Herring, the one he was going to have sex with that night 
and go off in the room with. Did they call his wife? Did they call 
his wife to testify? 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Overruled. 


[PROSECUTOR]: Why do you think they didn’t call his wife? 
Maybe ‘cause she would have testified to something they didn’t 
want to hear. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 


THE CouRT: Objection sustained. The jury will disregard that 
argument. 


[PROSECUTOR]: They didn’t call all these people that would 
say, “Well, I know he’s been doing drugs all his life.” No. They 
called Dr. Mathew. And what did he say? And well, there’s no 
need of getting into a whole lot of it. 


(Emphasis added.) Section 8-57(a) states in pertinent part: “The 
spouse of the defendant shall be a competent witness for the defend- 
ant in all criminal actions, but the failure of the defendant to call such 
spouse as a witness shall not be used against him.” N.C.G.S. § 8-57(a) 
(2001). We have interpreted this statute to mean that the failure of 
defendant’s wife to testify on his behalf “shall not be used to [his] 
prejudice,” State v. McCall, 289 N.C. 570, 575, 223 S.E.2d 334, 337 
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(1976), and have held that “[t]he rule applies with equal force to the 
argument of counsel when evidence forbidden by statute is argumen- 
tatively placed before the jury and used to the prejudice of the 
defense,” State v. Thompson, 290 N.C. 431, 447, 226 S.E.2d 487, 497 
(1976). Where such an argument is made, the trial court should pro- 
vide a prompt peremptory instruction that the jury should disregard 
the argument and that the failure of the defendant to call his wife 
should not be held against him. State v. Helms, 218 N.C. 592, 596-97, 
12 S.E.2d 2438, 246 (1940). 


In the case at bar, the trial court failed to sustain defendant’s ini- 
tial objection when the prosecutor strayed into improper territory. 
However, as soon as the prosecutor began to develop this theme, 
defendant renewed his objection. The trial court sustained the objec- 
tion and instructed the jury to disregard “that argument.” 


In light of the unequivocal requirement for a detailed peremptory 
curative instruction set out in Helms, we agree with defendant that 
the trial court’s actions were insufficiently detailed and therefore 
error. However, the error is not prejudicial unless “there is a reason- 
able possibility that, had the error in question not been committed, a 
different result would have been reached at the trial out of which the 
appeal arises. The burden of showing such prejudice under this sub- 
section is upon the defendant.” N.C.G.S. § 15A-1443(a). We note that 
every North Carolina Supreme Court case cited by defendant as to 
this issue was decided prior to the 1977 enactment of this statute. In 
the only cases cited by defendant that postdate the statute’s enact- 
ment, State v. Robinson, 74 N.C. App. 323, 328 S.E.2d 309 (1985); 
State v. Ward, 34 N.C. App. 598, 239 S.E.2d 291 (1977), the North 
Carolina Court of Appeals ordered new trials but did not cite N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-1443. Because these cases did not include any analysis of the 
statutorily controlled standard of review, we find neither persuasive. 
In addition, unlike the case at bar, in neither Robinson nor Ward did 
the trial court give any curative instruction. 


Our consideration of the entire record convinces us that defend- 
ant has failed to meet the burden established by the statute. Evidence 
of defendant’s guilt was strong and included a confession. The jurors 
found all three submitted aggravating circumstances, but of the 
twenty-seven mitigating circumstances submitted, they found none 
that were statutory and only two that were nonstatutory. Although 
the trial court initially ruled incorrectly, it properly sustained the 
renewed objection before the prosecutor went much further. The 
court’s curative instruction was ambiguous and incomplete, but 
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because a jury is presumed to follow a court’s instructions, see State 
v. Wiley, 355 N.C. 592, 637, 565 S.E.2d 22, 52 (2002), we are reluctant 
to assume that it was also utterly ineffectual. Considering these fac- 
tors together, we hold that defendant has failed to establish that a dif- 
ferent verdict would have resulted if the trial court had sustained 
defendant's objection more promptly and given a properly detailed 
curative instruction. See State v. Britt, 320 N.C. 705, 709, 360 S.E.2d 
660, 662 (1987) (even if error arose when defendant’s wife was com- 
pelled to testify, in light of strength of State’s case, no reasonable like- 
hhood under N.C.G.S. § 15A-1448(a) that a different result would 
have been reached if the wife had not testified); State v. Martin, 105 
N.C. App. 182, 189, 412 S.E.2d 1384, 137 (no prejudicial error where 
prosecutor referred to the failure of the defendant’s wife to testify 
because prosecutor was discussing her status as an employee of the 
defendant’s company; court sustained the defendant’s objection but 
did not provide curative instruction), appeal dismissed and disc. 
rev. denied, 331 N.C. 556, 418 S.E.2d 670 (1992). This assignment of 
error is overruled. 


[84] Defendant contends that the trial court’s instructions to the 
Jury regarding the pecuniary gain aggravating circumstance, N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(6), were erroneous because the instructions allowed 
the jury to find the aggravating circumstance without finding that 
the motive for the murder was pecuniary gain. Defendant argues 
that the instructions were plain error, erroneous in law, and in viola- 
tion of the Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 
Constitution. 


During the capital sentencing proceeding, the trial court con- 
ducted an informal charge conference outside the presence of the 
jury in which the prosecutor requested that the trial court submit the 
(e)(6) aggravating circumstance to the jury. Defendant objected on 
the grounds that it would be inappropriate to submit that circum- 
stance because the jury had convicted defendant of murder under the 
felony murder rule and because the murder in this case “was more of 
a murder-for-hire situation than a robbery situation.” After consider- 
ing arguments by both the prosecution and defense counsel, the trial 
court indicated that it would submit the aggravating circumstance. 
Thereafter, at the close of the evidence, the trial court conducted an 
official charge conference and reiterated its intention to submit the 
(e)(6) circumstance to the jury. Defendant's counsel then responded, 
“I dont have any objection to that.” The trial court subsequently 
instructed the jury as follows: 
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The second aggravating circumstance that you will consider 
is[,] was this murder committed for pecuniary gain? A murder is 
committed for pecuniary gain if the defendant, when he commits 
it, has... obtained, or intends or expects to obtain, money or 
some other thing which can be valued in money, either as com- 
pensation for committing it, or as a result of the death of the vic- 
tim. If you find from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt{] 
that when the defendant killed the victim, the defendant took 
money from the victim, you would find this aggravating circum- 
stance, and would so indicate by having your foreperson write, 
“Yes,” in the space after this aggravating circumstance on the 
“Issues and Recommendation” form. If you do not so find, or have 
a reasonable doubt as to one or more of these things, you will not 
find this aggravating circumstance and will so indicate by having 
your foreperson write, “No,” in that space. 


The jury found the (e)(6) circumstance to exist. 


Because defendant did not object to the trial court’s instructions, 
we review for plain error. State v. Bacon, 337 N.C. 66, 99, 446 S.E.2d 
542, 559 (1994), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1159, 130 L. Ed. 2d 1083 (1995). 
“Under this standard, defendant must show that the instructions were 
erroneous and that absent the erroneous instructions, a jury probably 
would have returned a different verdict.” State v. Lucas, 353 N.C. at 
584, 548 S.E.2d at 723. “The error in the instructions must be ‘so fun- 
damental that it denied the defendant a fair trial and quite probably 
tilted the scales against him.’ ” Jd. (quoting State v. Collins, 334 N.C. 
54, 62, 431 S.E.2d 188, 1938 (1993)). 


We previously have rejected virtually identical arguments as that 
raised by defendant here. See State v. Davis, 353 N.C. 1, 35-37, 539 
S.E.2d 243, 266-67 (2000), cert. denied, 534 U.S. 839, 151 L. Ed. 2d 55 
(2001); State v. Bishop, 343 N.C. at 556-57, 472 S.E.2d at 862-63; State 
v. Bacon, 337 N.C. at 99-100, 446 S.E.2d at 559-60; State v. Jennings, 
333 N.C. 579, 620-22, 480 S.E.2d 188, 209-10, cert. denied, 510 U.S. 
1028, 126 L. Ed. 2d 602 (1993). Similarly, in this case, we decline to 
find plain error in the trial court’s instructions. 


PRESERVATION ISSUES 


Defendant raises additional issues that he concedes have been 
decided against him by this Court. Defendant argues that the short- 
form murder indictment returned against him was invalid on its face 
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and that the trial court consequently lacked jurisdiction to try and to 
sentence him. However, we have consistently held that the short- 
form indictment is sufficient to charge a defendant with first-degree 
murder. State v. Braxton, 352 N.C. at 174, 531 S.E.2d at 437; State v. 
Wallace, 351 N.C. 481, 508, 528 S.E.2d 326, 343, cert. denied, 531 U.S. 
1018, 148 L. Ed. 2d 498 (2000). Defendant claims the instruction that 
the murder was “especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel,” given 
pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(9), was unconstitutionally vague. 
The trial court submitted this aggravating circumstance to the jury 
pursuant to pattern jury instruction 150.10. We have repeatedly deter- 
mined that the pattern jury instructions for the (e)(9) aggravating cir- 
cumstance are not unconstitutionally vague and are proper. State v. 
Syriani, 333 N.C. 350, 388-92, 428 S.E.2d 118, 139-41, cert. denied, 
510 U.S, 948, 126 L. Ed. 2d 341 (1998). 


Defendant maintains the trial court erroneously submitted the 
aggravating circumstance that the felony was committed for pecu- 
niary gain pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(6), when the first- 
degree murder conviction is based solely on felony murder involving 
armed robbery. We have consistently upheld the submission of the 
(e)(6) aggravating circumstance in cases involving felony murder 
where armed robbery is the underlying felony. State v. Cummings, 
353 N.C. 281, 303, 543 S.E.2d 849, 862-63, cert. denied, 534 U.S. 965, 
151 L. Ed. 2d 286 (2001); State v. Chandler, 342 N.C. 742, 755, 467 
S.E.2d 636, 644, cert. denied, 519 U.S. 875, 186 L. Ed. 2d 133 (1996). 
Defendant argues the trial court committed error by instructing the 
jury that in considering Issues Three and Four, the jurors may rather 
than must consider mitigating circumstances found in Issue Two of 
the “Issues and Recommendation as to Punishment” form. We have 
approved the use of the pattern jury instructions in this regard and 
have upheld similar language as being consistent with the require- 
ments under the statute. State v. Gregory, 340 N.C. at 417-19, 459 
S.E.2d at 668-69. Defendant contends the trial court erred when it 
instructed the jury that defendant had the burden to satisfy it as to 
the existence of mitigating circumstances. We have previously 
approved of similar instructions to the jury. State v. Payne, 337 N.C. 
505, 531-33, 448 S.E.2d 93, 108-09 (1994), cert. denied, 514 U.S. 1038, 
131 L. Ed. 2d 292 (1995). Although defendant argues the North 
Carolina capital sentencing scheme, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000, is vague 
and overbroad, we have consistently upheld the constitutionality of 
this procedure. State v. Powell, 340 N.C. 674, 695, 459 S.E.2d 219, 230 
(1995), cert. denied, 516 U.S. 1060, 133 L. Ed. 2d 688 (1996). We have 
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considered defendant’s arguments on these additional issues and find 
no compelling reason to depart from our prior holdings. 


These assignments of error are overruled. 


PROPORTIONALITY 


[35] We turn now to the appropriateness of the death penalty. 
Defendant argues that the capital sentence should not stand because 
it was “imposed under the influence of passion, prejudice, or any 
other arbitrary factor.” N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(d)(2). In support of this, 
defendant first contends that the prosecutor’s comments to the judge 
before trial show that racial prejudice was a part of the charging deci- 
sion. Defendant also argues the prosecutor improperly considered in 
his charging decision an unrelated murder that occurred about the 
same time. 


According to the record, the trial judge conferred with the prose- 
cutor and the defense team before the trial began. The prosecutor 
explained that one of the reasons the case was being tried capitally 
was that he anticipated that three aggravating circumstances would 
apply. He went on to say: 


We have a Hispanic male [victim], as brutal a killing as it can 
be. We have another killing that happened about two or three 
days earlier that had to do with a school teacher that was stabbed 
in just a brutal, bloody killing that happened two or three days 
earlier. We thought we had, at one point, a mass murderer on our 
hands. And fortunately, it was two different people. 


However, the prosecutor then added: 


In light of the amount of aggravating factors, the prior 
aspects of it, we just felt like, you know, for a lot of reasons, 
that it just would not, in apportionality-wise or fairness-wise, if 
we're going to try capital cases, this is a capital case that needs 
to be tried as capitally. It just—-I feel like the situation calls for 
the ultimate penalty. 


This exchange demonstrates that the prosecutor based his 
decision to seek the death penalty on the number of aggravating cir- 
cumstances, the seriousness of the case, and the treatment of other 
similar cases. The prosecutor has discretion to consider numerous 
factors in determining whether a murder case should be tried capi- 
tally. State v. Lineberger, 342 N.C. 599, 603-04, 467 S.E.2d 24, 25-26 
(1996). We do not believe that the prosecutor’s mention of the vic- 
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tim’s race or of an unrelated murder indicates that the charging 
decision was either driven by or tainted by improper factors. 


Defendant next argues that the trial court’s comments to defend- 
ant at the conclusion of the sentencing proceeding show that the sen- 
tence was imposed under the influence of passion and prejudice. 
After the court passed sentence, the trial court complimented ail 
counsel for the professionalism demonstrated during trial. The judge 
then spoke to the defendant, saying: 


Mr. Barden, I feel like I would be remiss if I didn’t say that 
even under the difficult situation of being here on trial you've 
conducted yourself well. You are to be commended for that 
because I know that it doesn’t have to be that way. It’s a difficult 
situation. I do appreciate that and I wish you good luck under 
very bad circumstances. 


These comments reflect the experienced trial judge’s awareness that 
capital defendants can be obstreperous, troublesome, and even dan- 
gerous at trial. We fail to see any impropriety whatsoever in the 
judge’s humane words of encouragement to a defendant who has just 
been told he is going to die. 


Defendant next contends that the prosecutor’s comments about 
witnesses not called by defendant led the jury to consider arbitrary 
factors and that the prosecutor’s introduction of the victim’s charac- 
ter resulted in a verdict that was imposed under the influence of pas- 
sion. We have considered these contentions earlier in this opinion 
and found no error. Upon further consideration in the context of 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(d)(2), we do not find that these arguments by the 
prosecutor undermine the validity of the sentence. 


Finally, defendant argues that the jury’s failure to find twenty-five 
of the twenty-seven submitted mitigating circumstances was irra- 
tional and demonstrated that the verdict was imposed under the 
influence of passion and prejudice. While we are not privy to 
the jury’s deliberations, our review of the record satisfies us that the 
jurors did not behave irrationally. The jury picked and chose among 
the submitted circumstances, indicating that each circumstance was 
individually considered. Moreover, the verdict form called for a “yes” 
response only if any juror found that a mitigating circumstance 
existed and had mitigating value. Thus, jurors may have found that 
submitted circumstances existed but did not have mitigating value. In 
the absence of any evidence that the jury failed to follow the court’s 
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instructions, we decline to speculate as to the jury’s rationale as 
to each circumstance. 


[86] Although defendant has not raised a proportionality argu- 
ment in his brief, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(d)(1) and (2) require that we 
undertake a review to determine whether the sentence of death is 
proportionate. We also consider whether the record supports the 
aggravating circumstances found by the jury. The State’s brief 
includes an argument that the sentence was proportionate. 


The jury's recommendation of death is supported by three 
aggravating circumstances. It found that defendant had committed a 
prior crime of violence, pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3). The 
record readily establishes this prior conviction, and the rape vic- 
tim testified to the violence of the offense. The jury also found that 
the offense was committed for pecuniary gain, pursuant to N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(6). As noted above, the evidence fully supports this cir- 
cumstance. Finally, the jury found that the murder was especially 
heinous, atrocious, or cruel, pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(9). 
The evidence showed that defendant bludgeoned the victim in the 
head numerous times, apparently changing weapons during the 
course of the attack, and that defendant acknowledged that the vic- 
tim may have been alive after the attack but took no steps to assist 
him. In addition, defendant instituted the attack only after the victim, 
who had already loaned defendant money once that night, refused to 
make a second loan of twenty dollars. Defendant’s attack began after 
the victim turned his back to defendant to resume his duties at work. 
This evidence supports the jury’s finding that the murder was espe- 
cially heinous, atrocious, or cruel. 


In conducting our proportionality review, we compare the case 
at bar with other appropriate cases, as defined in State v. Williams, 
308 N.C. 47, 79, 301 S.E.2d 335, 385, cert. denied, 464 U.S. 865, 78 
L. Ed. 2d 177 (1983), and State v. Bacon, 337 N.C. at 103, 446 S.E.2d 
at 562. This review takes into account the particular facts and 
circumstances of each case, and no single factor is necessarily dis- 
positive. The determination whether a sentence is disproportionate 
“ultimately rest{s}] upon the ‘experienced judgments’ of the members 
of this Court.” State v. Green, 336 N.C. at 198, 443 S.E.2d at 47. 


This Court has found a death sentence disproportionate in seven 
cases. State v. Benson, 323 N.C. 318, 372 S.E.2d 517; State v. Stokes, 
319 N.C. 1, 352 S.E.2d 653 (1987); State v. Rogers, 316 N.C. 203, 341 
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S.E.2d 713 (1986), overruled on other grounds by State v. Gaines, 345 
N.C. 647, 483 S.E.2d 396, and by State v. Vandiver, 321 N.C. 570, 364 
S.E.2d 373; State v. Young, 312 N.C. 669, 325 S.E.2d 181 (1985); State 
v. Hill, 311 N.C. 465, 319 S.E.2d 1638 (1984); State v. Bondurant, 309 
N.C. 674, 309 S.E.2d 170 (1983); State v. Jackson, 309 N.C. 26, 305 
S.E.2d 703 (1983). In only two of these cases did the jury find the mur- 
der to be especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel, and each of these 
cases is distinguishable from the case at bar. In Stokes, the seventeen- 
year-old defendant was the only one of three assailants to receive the 
death penalty. State v. Stokes, 319 N.C. at 19-27, 352 S.E.2d at 663-68. 
According to the warrants in the case at bar, defendant was forty-one 
years old at the time of the offenses and thus possessed the maturity 
to understand the significance of his acts. Because defendant in the 
case at bar acted alone, no other jury could have found that others 
involved in the assault deserved a life sentence. In Bondurant, the 
victim not only indicated remorse after shooting the victim, he took 
the victim to the hospital. State v. Bondurant, 309 N.C. at 692-95, 309 
S.E.2d at 181-83. By contrast, defendant in the case at bar abandoned 
the victim, who may have been still alive, then took steps to hide his 
involvement in the offenses. 


In addition, in none of the cases listed above was the defendant 
found to have committed a prior violent felony, pursuant to N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(8). This Court has held that such a finding of recidivism 
is a significant consideration in determining the proportionality of a 
death sentence. State v. Harris, 338 N.C. 129, 161, 449 S.E.2d 371, 387 
(1994), cert. denied, 514 U.S. 1100, 181 L. Ed. 2d 752 (1995). 


We believe the case at bar is significantly similar to State v. Call, 
353 N.C. 400, 545 S.E.2d 190. In Call, the defendant lured the victim to 
a remote cornfield by asking for the victim’s help. While the victim’s 
back was turned, the defendant fatally beat the victim on the head 
with a shovel, then with an iron bar. The jury found as aggravating cir- 
cumstances that the murder was committed during the course of a 
kidnapping, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(5); that the murder was commit- 
ted for pecuniary gain, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(6); that the murder 
was especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(9); 
and that the murder was part of a course of conduct in which defend- 
ant engaged and which included the commission by defendant of 
other crimes of violence against another person or persons, N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(11). Although the jury also found two statutory miti- 
gating circumstances and four nonstatutory mitigating circum- 
stances, the jury recommended a death sentence. We held that the 
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death sentence was not disproportionate. State v. Call, 353 N.C. 400, 
545 S.E.2d 190. 


Based upon the facts of the case at bar and the treatment of other 
similar cases, we are Satisfied that the death penalty recommended 
by the jury and ordered by the trial court is not disproportionate. As 
detailed above, the case is remanded for a Batson hearing. In all 
other respects, defendant received a fair trial and capital sentencing 
proceeding, free from prejudicial error. 


REMANDED FOR BATSON HEARING; OTHERWISE NO ERROR. 





IN RE: INQUIRY CONCERNING A JUDGE, NO. 240, GREGORY R. HAYES, 
RESPONDENT 


No. 1389A01-2 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Judges— recommendation of removal from office dismissed— 
clear and convincing evidence standard 
The Judicial Standards Commission’s recommendation that 
respondent judge be removed from judicial office based on mis- 
conduct for alleged sexual advances toward a deputy clerk of 
court is not accepted and the proceeding is dismissed, because: 
(1) the evidence taken as a whole is equivocal, contradictory, and 
in many instances ambiguous; (2) the testimony of witnesses 
places the evidence in equipoise; and (8) the evidence does not 
establish by clear and convincing proof that respondent has 
pursued any course of conduct that demonstrates that he know- 
ingly and willfully persisted in indiscretions and misconduct 
which our Supreme Court has declared to be, or which under the 
circumstances respondent should have known to be, acts which 
constitute willful misconduct in office and conduct prejudicial 
to the administration of justice which brings the judicial office 
into disrepute. 


Justices ORR and MARTIN did not participate in the considera- 
tion or decision of this proceeding. 


This matter is before the Supreme Court pursuant to N.C.G.S. 
§ 7A-376 upon a recommendation by the Judicial Standards 
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Commission entered 16 April 2002 that respondent Gregory R. Hayes, 
a judge of the General Court of Justice, District Court Division, 
Twenty-Fifth Judicial District of the State of North Carolina, be 
removed from office. Considered in the Supreme Court 12 September 
2002. 


William N. Farrell, Jr, and James J. Coman, Special Counsel, 
for the Judicial Standards Commission. 


— Sigmon, Sigmon, Isenhower & Poovey, by W. Gene Sigmon and 
Nathaniel J. Poovey; and Sigmon, Clark, Mackie, Hutton, 
Hanvey & Ferrell, P.A., by E. Fielding Clark, I, and Forrest A. 
Ferrell, for respondent-appellant. 


WAINWRIGHT, Justice. 


This proceeding is before the Court upon the recommendation of 
the Judicial Standards Commission that Gregory R. Hayes (respond- 
ent), a judge of the General Court of Justice, District Court Division, 
Twenty-Fifth Judicial District, be removed for willful misconduct in 
office and for conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice that 
brings the judicial office into disrepute in violation of Canons 1, 2A, 
and 3A(3) of the North Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct. By letters 
dated 18 March 1999, 4 August 1999, and 24 September 1999, the 
Commission notified respondent that it had ordered a preliminary 
investigation into matters involving an equitable distribution case, 
sexual advances toward a deputy clerk of court, and acceptance of 
gifts and favors from attorneys who appeared before him, to deter- 
mine whether formal proceedings should be instituted against him. 
The correspondence informed respondent of the matters to be inves- 
tigated, that the investigation would remain confidential in accord- 
ance with N.C.G.S. § 7A-377 and Commission Rule 4, and that 
respondent had the right to present for the Commission’s considera- 
tion any relevant material that he might choose. 


More specifically, the alleged matter addressed in the letter dated 
18 March 1999 was based upon a complaint filed with the 
Commission by Morganton, North Carolina, lawyer Larry A. Ballew. 
Ballew alleged improprieties in respondent’s denial of his motion to 
continue an equitable distribution case (Ross v. Ross, Burke County 
file number 97 CVD 302) in which Ballew appeared as counsel. 
Ballew was later interviewed by an SBI agent concerning the matters 
relative to the Ross complaint. It appears from this interview with 
Ballew that the focus of the investigation shifted to matters concern- 
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ing claims by Tanya Lynn Isenhour, a deputy clerk in the Burke 
County Clerk’s Office. Allegations as to respondent’s actions toward 
Isenhour were addressed in the notice letter dated 4 August 1999 and 
are the subject of the instant proceeding. The allegations made by 
Ballew concerning the Ross case and the allegations of respondent’s 
acceptance of gifts and favors from attorneys, as contained in the 24 
September 1999 notice letter to respondent, were apparently dis- 
missed by the Commission at the preliminary investigation stage, as 
no such allegations appear in the complaint filed subsequent to the 
investigation. 


Special counsel to the Commission filed a verified complaint 
against respondent with the Commission on 14 September 2000. 
Respondent was served with a copy of the notice of complaint and 
complaint on 20 September 2000. 


The complaint alleged in pertinent part the following: 


3. The respondent has subjected a district court judge and a 
deputy clerk of court to verbal statements and physical acts 
unbecoming to him and demeaning to the dignity, integrity, and 
honor of the judicial office on the following occasions: 


a. While attending a party at Lake Hickory in the Summer of 
1997, the respondent encountered Judge Nancy L. Einstein and 
her 13-year old daughter on the dock. The respondent, who had 
been drinking, hugged Judge Einstein and told her he had a “hard- 
on”, indicating he was sexually aroused. The respondent’s state- 
ment was made in the presence of and loud enough to be heard 
by Judge Einstein’s 13-year old daughter. 


b. The respondent held court in Burke County on July 21, 22, 
and 24, 1998. After court concluded on July 21st, the respondent 
asked courtroom clerk Tanya L. Isenhour, who had begun 
employment as a deputy clerk of the Burke County Clerk of 
Superior Court two (2) months earlier, about her job satisfaction 
and marital status. The respondent followed these inquiries with 
specific questions related to whether she went out, where did she 
go, and what clothing, including underwear, did she wear when 
she went out. Isenhour told the respondent that her choice of 
underwear was none of his business. The respondent then asked 
Isenhour to go to the lake with him on July 24th, but she declined. 
On July 22nd, the respondent invited Isenhour to go to lunch with 
him, but she declined. Two (2) days later after court ended on 


392 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


IN RE HAYES 
[356 N.C. 389 (2002) 


July 24th, the respondent renewed his invitation to Isenhour to go 
to the lake by asking her if she had brought her bathing suit. 
When Isenhour told the respondent she had no bathing suit with 
her because she was not going to go with the respondent, he sug- 
gested she just wear her bra and panties, but Isenhour again 
declined to go. The respondent did not renew his invitation but 
asked for a raincheck and again was refused by Isenhour. 


The respondent next held court in Burke County on October 
27, 28 and 30th, 1998. Isenhour served as the respondent’s court- 
room clerk for that period and went to his chambers after court 
on October 30th with continuance orders for his signature. The 
respondent was on the telephone at the time but signaled 
Isenhour to stay. When the respondent completed his call, 
Isenhour asked the respondent if he had missed being in Burke 
County. The respondent approached Isenhour and said, “I'll show 
you how much I missed you.” The respondent then grabbed her 
hand in his and rubbed her hand against his genitals, grabbed and 
rubbed her genitals with his hand, and asked if she could tell that 
he missed her. Isenhour broke free and protested the respond- 
ent’s actions, but the respondent approached her again and tried 
to hug her. When Isenhour pushed the respondent away, he 
retreated but offered his phone number and indicated he would 
like to date her and have sexual intercourse with her. Isenhour 
told the respondent that would not happen, and she knew all 
about him. The respondent demanded an explanation from her, 
blocked the door with his hand after grabbing her wrist, and pre- 
vented her from leaving until she explained herself. 


4. The actions of the respondent constitute willful miscon- 
duct in office and conduct prejudicial to the administration of 
justice that brings the judicial office into disrepute and are in vio- 
lation of Canons 1, 2A, and 3A(3) of the North Carolina Code of 
Judicial Conduct. 


On 6 October 2000, respondent filed a verified answer, response, 
and defenses to the complaint, which provided in pertinent part as 
follows: 


3. The initial allegations contained in Paragraph 3 are 
denied. 


a. As to the allegations contained in Subparagraph 3(a) it is 
admitted that the Respondent, Judge Gregory R. Hayes, attended 
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a party at Lake Hickory in the summer of 1997 and Judge Nancy 
L. Einstein was present at the party. It is admitted that the 
Respondent, Judge Gregory R. Hayes had a social alcoholic drink 
or drinks as did most guests at the social function including the 
Complainant Nancy L. Einstein. It is specifically denied that the 
Respondent, Judge Gregory R. Hayes, hugged Nancy L. Einstein 
or made any off-color or inappropriate remark to or towards her 
or in the presence of her daughter. It is further specifically and 
emphatically denied that he made any remark to Nancy L. 
Einstein or anyone else concerning the physiological state of his 
anatomy or male private parts. The Respondent, Judge Gregory 
R. Hayes’ wife was present with the Respondent, Judge Gregory 
R. Hayes during the entirety of the social function and nothing 
inappropriate was said or done by the Respondent, Judge 
Gregory R. Hayes. The remaining allegations contained in 
Subparagraph 3(a) are denied. 


b. As to the allegations contained in Subparagraph 3(b) it is 
admitted that the Respondent, Judge Gregory R. Hayes as a Judge 
of the General Court of Justice held Court in Burke County on 
July 21, 22 and 24, 1998. It is admitted that the deputy courtroom 
clerk, Tanya L. Isenhour, had begun employment as a deputy 
clerk under the tenure of the then Clerk of Court, Iva Rhoney. 
Tanya L. Isenhour had begun her employment some two months 
earlier. It is admitted that there were conversations between 
Judge Gregory R. Hayes and the deputy clerk regarding her job 
satisfaction, her knowledge of the job and her duties and abilities 
as well as conversations concerning her work. The remainder of 
the allegations contained in Subparagraph 3(b) are denied. 


As to the allegations contained in the last paragraph of 
Paragraph 3 of the Complaint, it is admitted that the Respondent, 
Judge Gregory R. Hayes held Court in Burke County on October 
27, 28 and 30 in 1998 and that the Complainant deputy clerk 
served as Courtroom Clerk during that period. It is admitted that 
as a part of her official duties the Complainant deputy clerk, went 
into the Judge’s Chambers with Continuance Orders for Judge 
Hayes’ signature. It is specifically and emphatically denied that 
the Respondent, Judge Gregory R. Hayes made any inappropriate 
advances towards Tanya L. Isenhour or inappropriately 
approached her or said to her or anyone else “Ill show you how 
much I missed you”, or had made any statement to her in that 
context. It is specifically and emphatically denied that the 
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Respondent, Judge Gregory R. Hayes had any physical contact 
with the Complainant deputy clerk, Tanya L. Isenhour. It is specif- 
ically denied that Judge Gregory R. Hayes made any sexual over- 
tures or comments of a sexual nature to the deputy clerk, Tanya 
L. Isenhour or that the deputy clerk, Tanya L. Isenhour made any 
statements to him other than statements having to do with the 
official conduct of the Court’s business. It is specifically denied 
that Judge Gregory R. Hayes made any demands upon the 
Complainant deputy clerk, Tanya L. Isenhour or that he blocked 
the door in any way or grabbed her wrist in any way or prevented 
her from leaving the Judge’s Chambers. 


4, As the offensive actions complained of did not take place, 
the conclusions drawn therefrom are specifically and emphati- 
cally denied. It is further denied that Judge Gregory R. Hayes 
took any action which -would constitute willful misconduct in 
office or engaged in conduct which would be prejudicial to the 
administration of justice or conducted himself in such a manner 
that would bring the judicial office into disrepute or would be in 
any way in violation of any of the Canons of the North Carolina 
Code of Judicial Conduct. 


8. Judge Gregory R. Hayes is informed and believes and upon 
such information and belief alleges that Nancy L. Einstein, the 
deputy clerk, and Larry Ballew, a Morganton attorney, have allied 
themselves in the making, publishing, and filing of false or frivo- 
lous accusations for the common purpose, scheme, or design of 
attempting to have Judge Gregory R. Hayes wrongfully removed 
as a duly elected Judge of the General Court of Justice. 


a. Larry Ballew, a Morganton attorney, and the complaining 
attorney in the Ross case filed a written Complaint against Judge 
Gregory R. Hayes. These charges were found to be unfounded or 
frivolous by the Commission. 


b. Judge Gregory R. Hayes is informed and believes that the 
complaining deputy clerk is a client of the complaining attorney, 
Larry Ballew and was at the time that the deputy clerk initially 
filed or signed an affidavit alleging the false events. 


c. Judge Gregory R. Hayes is informed and believes and upon 
such information and belief alleges that Nancy L. Einstein subse- 
quent to defeat as a District Court Judge is going into the private 
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practice of law with or share offices with Larry Ballew, the com- 
plaining attorney in the Ross case and that they share a mutual 
dislike of him which predates the time of the false acts of which 
they have wrongfully accused him. 


d. Judge Gregory R. Hayes is informed and believes that the 
Complainant deputy clerk is the political hiree of the defeated 
Clerk of Court Iva Rhoney. She was hired after the election in the 
waning days of the Rhoney administration. When she was hired 
she lacked the fundamental skills to perform the duties of her 
office. She has been reprimanded for inappropriate dress. Judge 
Gregory R. Hayes is further informed and believes that her 
charges in part are an attempt to keep a position for which she is 
not qualified. 


On 10 October 2000, the Commission served respondent with a 
notice of formal hearing concerning the charges alleged. The 
Commission conducted the hearing on 16 and 17 November 2000. 
Respondent was present and was represented by his attorneys of 
record. The Commission first addressed allegations that respondent 
acted improperly toward a fellow judge at a private party and deter- 
mined that there was not clear and convincing evidence to support 
these allegations. Accordingly, the Commission made no findings of 
fact, conclusions of law, or recommendation concerning these alle- 
gations. The Commission next addressed allegations of respondent’s 
improper behavior toward Isenhour. In its recommendation entered 
18 January 2001, the Commission found clear and convincing evi- 
dence that respondent’s conduct constituted: 


a. conduct in violation of Canons 1, 2A, and 3A(8) of the North 
Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct; 


b. conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice that brings 
the judicial office into disrepute as defined in In re Edens, 290 
N.C. 299, 226 S.E.2d 5 (1976); and 


c. willful misconduct in office as defined in In re Nowell, 293 
N.C. 235, 237 S.E.2d 246 (1977). 


The Commission then recommended that this Court remove re- 
spondent from office. 


This matter was filed with this Court on 8 March 2001 and was 
first heard on 14 May 2001. We noted that the proceedings leading to 
the Commission’s formal hearing in this matter produced numerous 
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controversies, including the quashing of a subpoena compelling the 
appearance of Larry A. Ballew, a resident of Georgia licensed to prac- 
tice law in North Carolina, and the admission of evidence at the hear- 
ing concerning respondent’s alleged verbal misconduct toward Judge 
Nancy Einstein at a private party. 


As a result of the foregoing, in a mandate dated 7 June 2001, we 
remanded the matter to the Judicial Standards Commission for fur- 
ther proceedings. In re Hayes, 353 N.C. 511, 546 S.E.2d 376 (2001). 
Because the decision by this Court must rest on our own independent 
evaluation of the testimony from critical witnesses in this case, we 
instructed the Commission as follows: 


(1) The Commission shall videotape all testimony pertaining 
to the two alleged incidents involving the deputy clerk. 


(2) The Commission shall also videotape and consider all 
other relevant evidence, admissible under the Rules of Evidence, 
that bears upon the allegations made by the deputy clerk. 


(3) The Commission shall hear only evidence relevant to the 
allegations of the deputy clerk. The Commission, having previ- 
ously determined that “there was not clear and convincing evi- 
dence to support the allegations” as to the alleged incident 
between respondent and Judge Einstein, should not consider evi- 
dence as to that allegation at the rehearing. 


(4) We reverse the decision to quash the subpoena for at- 
torney Larry A. Ballew. 


Id. at 515-16, 546 S.E.2d at 379. 


On 18 February 2002, the Commission served respondent with a 
notice of rehearing. The Commission conducted the hearing on 27 
and 28 February and 1 March 2002, after which the Commission, in its 
recommendation entered 16 April 2002, made the following finding of 
fact based on evidence as to Paragraph 3(b) of the complaint: 


10. The respondent held court in Burke County on July 21, 
22, and 24, 1998. Tanya L. Isenhour (Isenhour), a 22 year old 
female who began employment as a deputy clerk of the Burke 
County Clerk of Superior Court on May 19, 1998, served as the 
respondent’s courtroom clerk. During the first two (2) days of 
that time period, the respondent engaged Isenhour in a conversa- 
tion which he began with general inquiries about her marital sta- 
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tus and family and followed with specific inquiries about more 
personal, intimate matters, including whether and where did she 
go when she went out, what clothing did she wear when she went 
out, and whether she wore underwear when she went out. The 
respondent invited Isenhour to go to the lake with him on July 
24th, but she declined and told him she would want to take her 
family if she were to go. After court ended on July 24th, the 
respondent renewed his invitation to Isenhour to go to the lake 
by asking her if she had brought her bathing suit. When Isenhour 
told the respondent she had no bathing suit with her because she 
was not going to go with the respondent, he suggested she could 
go in her underwear, but Isenhour again declined to go. 


The respondent next held court in Burke County on October 
27, 28, and 30, 1998. Isenhour served as the respondent’s court- 
room clerk for that period and went to his chambers after court 
on October 30th with continuance orders for his signature. The 
respondent was on the telephone at the time but signaled 
Isenhour to stay. When the respondent completed his call, 
Isenhour exchanged pleasantries with him and asked the 
respondent if he had missed being in Burke County. The respond- 
ent approached Isenhour and said, “Pll show you how much I 
missed you.” The respondent then took her hand, placed her hand 
on his genitals, and rubbed her hand against his genitals; placed 
his other hand on her genitals and rubbed her genitals with his 
hand; and asked if she could tell that he missed her. Isenhour 
pushed the respondent away and exclaimed that he was going to 
cost her her job. The respondent approached her again and tried 
to hug her. At that point Isenhour told the respondent that she 
knew about his relationship with another deputy clerk. Blocking 
the door with one hand and holding Isenhour’s wrist with the 
other hand, the respondent demanded that Isenhour explain how 
she learned of the relationship, prevented her from leaving until 
she revealed the source of her information, and warned her not 
to tell anyone what had just occurred, implying adverse conse- 
quences to her if she did so. 


The Commission then concluded on the basis of clear and con- 
vincing evidence that respondent’s conduct as found in finding of fact 
number 10 constituted: 


a. conduct in violation of Canons 1, 2A, and 3A(3) of the North 
Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct; 
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b. conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice that brings 
the judicial office into disrepute as defined in Jn re Edens, 290 
N.C. 299, 226 S.E.2d 5 (1976); and 


c. willful misconduct in office as defined in In re Nowell, 298 
N.C. 235, 237 S.E.2d 246 (1977). 


The Commission then recommended that this Court remove respond- 
ent from judicial office. 


The Judicial Standards Commission is created by statute. 
N.C.G.S. § 7A-375 (2001). The Commission investigates com- 
plaints against sitting judges and candidates for judicial office. 
N.C.G.S. § 7A-377(a) (2001). Commission members act as jurors and 
make findings of fact. The Commission may compel the attendance of 
witnesses and the production of evidence; conduct hearings; and rec- 
ommend to this Court what disciplinary action, if any, should be 
taken. /d. “The Commission serves ‘as an arm of the Court to conduct | 
hearings for the purpose of aiding the Supreme Court in determining 
whether a judge is unfit or unsuitable.’ ” In re Tucker, 348 N.C. 677, 
679, 501 S.E.2d 67, 69 (1998) (quoting In re Hardy, 294 N.C. 90, 97, 
240 S.E.2d 367, 372 (1978)). However, final authority to discipline 
judges lies solely with the Supreme Court. In re Peoples, 296 N.C. 109, 
146-47, 250 S.E.2d 890, 911-12 (1978) (discussing the authority of the 
Commission and disciplinary proceedings), cert. denied, 442 U.S. 
929, 61 L. Ed. 2d 297 (1979). “[Sections 7A-376 and 7A-377] authorize 
and empower the Court, unfettered in its adjudication by the recom- 
mendation of the Commission, to make the final judgment whether to 
censure, remove, remand for further proceedings, or dismiss the pro- 
ceeding.” Hardy, 294 N.C. at 97-98, 240 S.E.2d at 373. 


The Commission’s recommendations are not binding upon this 
Court. Nowell, 293 N.C. at 244, 237 S.E.2d at 252. In reviewing the 
Commission’s recommendations pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-376, this 
Court acts as a court of original jurisdiction, rather than in its usual 
capacity as an appellate court. Peoples, 296 N.C. at 147, 250 S.E.2d at 
912. We consider the evidence and then exercise independent judg- 
ment as to what discipline, if any, is appropriate. Nowell, 293 N.C. at 
244, 237 S.E.2d at 252. “Each case arising from the . .. Commission is 
to be decided upon its own facts.” In re Kivett, 309 N.C. 635, 664, 309 
S.E.2d 442, 459 (1983). 


The quantum of proof required in proceedings before the 
Commission is proof by clear and convincing evidence: “a burden 
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greater than that of proof of a preponderance of the evidence and less 
than that of proof beyond a reasonable doubt.” Nowell, 293 N.C. at 
247, 237 S.E.2d at 254. 


Removal of a judge is a matter cf the most serious consequences. 


(The judge] is, thereby, not only deprived of the honor, power and 
emoluments of the office for the remainder of his term, but is also 
permanently disqualified from holding further judicial office in 
this State and G.S. 7A-376 expressly provides that he “receives no 
retirement compensation,” regardless of how many years he has 
served with fidelity and distinction or how much he had paid into 
the State Retirement Fund pursuant to the provisions of the 
Retirement Act. 


Hardy, 294 N.C. at 100-01, 240 S.E.2d at 374 (Lake, J., concurring in 
part and dissenting in part). Justice Lake added: 


The more serious consequence is that the people, who elected 
him to be their judge, are deprived of his services for the remain- 
der of his term. It is not a light thing for this Court to assume 
the power to say to the people of North Carolina, “You have 
lawfully elected this judge, but we have determined that he can- 
not serve you.” 


Id. at 101, 240 S.E.2d at 374-75. 


Respondent first argues that he was denied due process and a fair 
hearing before the Commission when four members of the 
Commission who had heard the previous proceeding and had voted 
to remove respondent failed to recuse themselves. Respondent notes 
that unbiased and objective fact-finders are critical when a case turns 
on the credibility of two antagonists, only one of whom is telling the 
truth. These same four members comprised the majority in recom- 
mending respondent's removal upon the rehearing. Respondent con- 
tends that although the Commission determined in the first hearing 
that the allegations concerning Judge Einstein were not supported by 
clear and convincing evidence, the Commission members were 
exposed to damaging collateral evidence that may have prejudiced 
their views. 


Even though the matter is reviewed by this Court, fundamental 
due process and fundamental fairness are required at every stage and 
every junction of the proceeding. Respondent argues that the four 
members should have recused themselves because these members 
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had already recommended removal, and it would be very unlikely 
that these members would act fairly, impartially, and without a pre- 
disposition. Respondent further argues that for the four members to 
change their recommendation would require them to admit they were 
wrong the first time. 


In addition, respondent argues that he was deprived of a fair 
hearing when the Commission denied respondent’s request to con- 
duct a voir dire of the members of the Commission. Respondent 
contends that the Commission’s denial of this request made it impos- 
sible for respondent to determine if any of the members had any 
bias or prejudice that would impair their ability to render a fair and 
impartial recommendation. 


The Commission responds that any alleged partiality by an indi- 
vidual member of the Commission is cured by the final scrutiny of 
this Court. The Judicial Standards Commission’s enabling statute 
provides that “[i]n a particular case, if a member disqualifies himself, 
or 1s successfully challenged for cause, his seat for that case shall 
be filled by an alternate member selected as provided in this sub- 
section.” N.C.G.S. § 7A-375(c) (emphasis added). This statute con- 
templates that respondent has the right to have an opportunity to 
conduct a voir dire of members of the Commission in order to deter- 
mine if any of the members should be challenged for cause. 


In this case, while the better practice would have been for the 
Commission to allow a voir dire of its members to determine if any 
of them should be challenged for cause, this issue is not the basis on 
which we decide this matter. 


Respondent next argues that he was denied his due process and 
equal protection rights guaranteed by the Constitutions of both North 
Carolina and the United States because the mechanism for censure 
and removal of a member of the judiciary is fundamentally flawed. In 
addition, respondent argues that the rules of the Judicial Standards 
Commission do not afford basic procedural guidelines within which 
to conduct a defense or to contest the Commission’s evidence 
because of the lack of meaningful rules of evidence, procedure, and 
discovery. 


Although respondent concedes that this Court has previously 
determined that the statutes governing the Judicial Standards 
Commission, N.C.G.S. ch. 7A, art. 30 (2001), are constitutional and 
comport with due process, see, e.g., Nowell, 293 N.C. 235, 237 S.E.2d 
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246, he urges this Court to overrule these earlier cases. Respondent 
argues that the rules of the Judicial Standards Commission do not 
provide respondent or any similarly situated judge adequate basic 
procedural guidelines within which to conduct a defense, put forth 
evidence, conduct discovery, or otherwise prepare for a hearing. The 
Commission argues that respondent concedes that this Court has 
held that article 30 of chapter 7A of our General Statutes is constitu- 
tional and is not violative of due process, and argues that we should 
not overrule these precedential cases. 


This Court has stated that review of a Judicial Standards 
Commission proceeding is “a most serious undertaking by this 
Court.” Kivett, 309 N.C. at 673, 309 5.E.2d at 464. As noted above, this 
Court makes its own independent evaluation of the record evidence; 
finds the facts as they exist; makes conclusions of law based thereon; 
and makes the ultimate determination as to whether it should cen- 
sure, remove, or decline to do either. Nowell, 293 N.C. at 246, 237 
S.E.2d at 253. Thus, notwithstanding the fact that the Commission 
has made findings of fact and conclusions of law, this Court must 
review the record presented by the Commission and make its own 
independent findings and conclusions and decide the appropriate 
sanction, if any. The Nowell decision and its progeny recognize the 
constitutional deficiencies in the statutes governing the Judicial 
Standards Commission, but reconcile those deficiencies by relying on 
this Court as the ultimate finder of fact and arbiter of the truth. 
Caselaw makes clear that the obvious constitutional problems with 
the process are “cured” because the Commission makes only a “rec- 
ommendation.” Nowell, 293 N.C. at 244, 237 S.E.2d at 252-53; see also 
Kivett, 309 N.C. at 671, 309 S.E.2d at 463. 


We recognize that the procedures in place for investigating judi- 
cial complaints are far from perfect. There are constant efforts under- 
way to improve the process, and this Court is and remains amenable 
to rule changes and safeguards. Again, however, we do not feel that 
resolution of these issues is necessary for a proper determination of 
this matter. Furthermore, all the courts of this state, including the 
appellate courts, will avoid constitutional questions, even if properly 
presented, where a case may be resolved on other grounds. See State 
v. Crabtree, 286 N.C. 541, 543, 212 S.E.2d 108, 105 (1975). 


Respondent finally argues that the witnesses gave conflicting 
testimony that, when subjected to routine methods of determining 
credibility, does not rise to the level of clear and convincing proof. 
Respondent contends that, based upon the evidence before the 
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Commission, there is not sufficient evidence of conduct prejudicial to 
the administration of justice bringing the office into disrepute as 
defined in Edens, 290 N.C. 299, 226 S.E.2d 5, or of willful misconduct 
in office as defined in Nowell, 293 N.C 235, 237 S.E.2d 246. 


We briefly review the evidence. Respondent is a duly elected dis- 
trict court judge of North Carolina’s Twenty-Fifth Judicial District. He 
was elected in 1994 and reelected without opposition in 1998.! 


Isenhour began her employment with the Burke County Clerk’s 
Office on 19 May 1998, when she was twenty-two years old. Isenhour 
was hired by Burke County Clerk of Court Iva Rhoney after Rhoney’s 
defeat in the 1998 primary. Isenhour had no prior experience as a 
clerk. She had been terminated from her previous employment, Bauer 
Industries, for not coming to work. She remained unemployed from 
September 1997 until May 1998. 


Isenhour alleged that on July 21, 22, and 24, 1998, respondent 
engaged her in inappropriate conversation regarding her dress and 
personal life. She testified that respondent invited her to a lake party 
on 24 July 1998, which invitation she declined. Isenhour admitted that 
bailiff Vernon Fleming and lawyer Talton Dark were present when 
this “lake invitation” conversation took place, but both Vernon 
Fleming and Talton Dark testified that they did not hear any conver- 
sation of this nature. Isenhour further admitted that she never told 
her immediate supervisor, Lynn Richards, or her boss, Clerk of Court 
Iva Rhoney, about this incident until she filed with the Commission 
her letter dated 30 June 1999. Isenhour stated that while respondent 
heard the Ross case in May 1998, respondent winked and smiled at 
her. Marjorie Mundy, an employee of the Administrative Office of the 
Courts sent to train Isenhour, and Richard Beyer, an attorney in the 
Ross case, testified that they did not witness any such conduct. 
Mundy further testified that knowing Mundy was new in the area, 
respondent was very helpful and that Mundy “saw nothing wrong at 
all.” Mundy also testified that Isenhour dressed inappropriately and 
that her dresses were too short. 


Isenhour also alleged that after court on 30 October 1998, while 
in chambers, respondent took Isenhour’s hand and placed it on his 
private parts and with his other hand rubbed her genitals. Isenhour 
stated that respondent thereafter prevented her from leaving and 
warned her not to tell anyone what had transpired. Isenhour admitted 


1. We also note that respondent was reelected in a contested, nonpartisan race in 
2002. 
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on cross-examination that although the office for the trial court 
administrator and the district attorney was next door, she never 
screamed, but instead, after these alleged assaults occurred, waited 
for respondent to sign a stack of continuance orders. Isenhour did 
not report this incident to her supervisor, her boss, or even her 
boyfriend until 17 February 1999. This was the same day lawyer 
Ballew and respondent had a confrontation regarding the Ross case 
and the same day that Isenhour became upset after being admonished 
for using the bathroom adjacent to respondent’s chamber. Isenhour 
admitted that when these alleged assaults took place, the doors to 
respondent’s chamber were unlocked. 


Respondent unequivocally denied the accusations made against 
him by Isenhour. Less than a year prior to Isenhour’s filing the com- 
plaint, respondent convicted and sentenced her boyfriend for driving 
while impaired. Isenhour indicated during cross-examination that she 
talked with Ballew concerning her allegations against respondent. 
Ballew told Isenhour that if she filed a lawsuit, she would be a very 
rich woman. Justina Bryan, one of Isenhour’s co-workers, testified 
that Isenhour got the idea of filing her complaint with the 
Commission from watching a television show. Isenhour told Bryan 
that because of her filing the complaint, “[A]fter I get through with 
Judge Hayes, I may not ever have to work another day in my life.” 
Isenhour testified that the first time she wrote down what happened 
was on Saturday, 6 March 1999, one day after Ballew had written his 
letter to the Commission. 


At the first hearing, Isenhour testified that Ballew told her, “After 
I get through with Judge Hayes on this matter, I'll never have to work 
again.” At the rehearing, Isenhour testified specifically that Ballew 
did not make that statement, but rather, that he told Isenhour that if 
she filed a lawsuit, she could be a very rich woman. At the first hear- 
ing, Isenhour testified that during the “lake invitation” conversation 
of July 1998, respondent had told Talton Dark that Isenhour was com- 
ing in her bra and panties. At the second hearing, Isenhour changed 
her testimony to say that responclent hollered to Talton Dark that 
Isenhour was coming in a bikini. Dark testified that he never heard 
respondent holler that statement. Dark acknowledged, however, that 
he and respondent were friends and that respondent had encouraged 
him to return to Morganton when Dark lost his job. 


Although Isenhour noted in her own handwriting on the skills 
section of her job application to the clerk’s office that she could 
speak fluent German, she admitted on cross-examination that she did 
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not know fluent German. Isenhour further represented on the appli- 
cation that she knew sign language, but later admitted that she knew 
only the signed alphabet. 


The Commission submits that there is clear and convincing evi- 
dence to support Isenhour’s allegations because, in addition to the 
testimony of Isenhour, the Commission heard corroborating testi- 
mony from her co-workers. Justina Bryan testified that on the day in 
question, 30 October 1998, Isenhour appeared visibly upset and 
shaken. Fellow clerk Gwen Duplain testified similarly to Isenhour’s 
emotional state, and bailiff Butch Jenkins testified that Isenhour 
asked him not to leave her alone with respondent. The Commission 
contends further that this Court, while not always accepting the rec- 
ommendation of the Commission, has generally accepted the 
Commission’s findings as to the credibility of witnesses. The 
Commission contends in its brief that it “observed [r]espond- 
ent’s demeanor during the entire live proceedings and may have 
observed clues concerning his credibility which are not shown on 
the videotape.” 


This Court has a duty to remember and consider all of the 
evidence whether called to our attention by counsel or not, for all of 
the evidence is important. In the present case, we have scrutinized 
the record and videotapes of the proceedings, searching for any 
clues that might shed light on each witness’ credibility. We found no 
such clues that proved or disproved Isenhour’s claim. Moreover, 
because our analysis must be conducted pursuant to a clear and 
convincing standard of proof, we cannot base our decision on mere 
credibility “clues.” 


We also consider the North Carolina pattern jury instructions, 
which are based on decisions of this Court, for in this case we sit as 
fact-finders. The pattern instructions include the following: 


The highest aim of every legal contest is the ascertainment of 
the truth. Somewhere within the facts of every case, the truth 
abides, and where truth is, justice steps in garbed in its robes and 
tips the scales. In this case you have no friend to reward, you 
have no enemy to punish; you have no anger to appease or sor- 
row to assuage. Yours is a solemn duty to let your verdict speak 
the everlasting truth. 


N.C.P.1.—Crim. 101.36 (1978). 
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The law requires [the Commission] to prove each element of 
this issue by evidence which is clear... and convincing. (On 
most issues in civil cases, the law only requires the parties to 
prove their issues by the greater weight of the evidence. That is 
not the situation, however, with this issue. Before [the 
Commission] is entitled to prevail, [it] must prove this issue by 
clear... and convincing evidence. ) 


Clear... and convincing evidence is evidence which, in its 
character and weight, establishes what [the Commission] seeks 
to prove in aclear... and convincing fashion. You shall interpret 
and apply the words “clear[]”... and “convincing” in accordance 
with their commonly understood and accepted meanings in 
everyday speech. 


N.C.P.1.—Civil 101.11 (1987). 
You are the sole judges of the credibility of each witness. 


You must decide for yourselves whether to believe the testi- 
mony of any witness. You may believe all, or any part, or none of 
that testimony. 


In determining whether to believe any witness you should 
use the same tests of truthfulness which you apply in your every- 
day lives. These tests may include: the opportunity of the witness 
to see, hear, know, or remember the facts or occurrences about 
which the witness testified; the manner and appearance of the 
witness; any interest, bias, or partiality the witness may have; the 
apparent understanding and fairness ‘of the witness; whether the 
testimony of the witness is sensible and reasonable; and whether 
the testimony of the witness is consistent with other believable 
evidence in the case. 


N.C.P.I.—Civil 101.15 (1994). 


You are also the sole judges of the weight to be given to 
any evidence. By this I mean, if you decide that certain evi- 
dence is believable, you must then determine the importance of 
that evidence in the light of all other believable evidence in 
the case. 


N.C.P.1.—Civil 101.20 (1994). 


It is your duty to recall and consider all of the evidence intro- 
duced during the trial. If your recollection of the evidence differs 
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from that which the attorneys argued to you, you should be 
guided by your own recollection in your deliberations. 


N.C.P.1.—Civil 101.50 (1994) (emphasis added) (footnote omitted). 


As we stated succinctly in Kivett, “[t]he review of this proceeding 
has been a most serious undertaking by this Court. The preservation 
of the due administration of justice and the integrity and indepen- 
dence of the judiciary is one of the most important responsibilities of 
this Court. History has taught that without it, all else fails.” Kiveit, 
309 N.C. at 673, 309 S.E.2d at 464. “[T]he proper focus is on, among 
other things, the nature and type of conduct, the frequency of occur- 
rences, the impact which knowledge of the conduct would likely have 
on the prevailing attitudes of the community, and whether the judge 
acted knowingly or with a reckless disregard for the high standards 
of the judicial office.” In re Martin, 302 N.C. 299, 316, 275 S.E.2d 412, 
421 (1981). 


The testimony concerning this serious charge is in sharp conflict. 
Based upon our thorough review of the record, transcripts, video- 
tapes, briefs, pertinent caselaw, and arguments presented by counsel, 
we are of the opinion that the evidence, taken as a whole, is equivo- 
cal, contradictory, and, in many instances, ambiguous. After all the 
evidence has been considered, this case is reduced to the question of 
precisely what happened, if anything, for a few minutes on the after- 
noon of 30 October 1998. The testimony of unimpeached witnesses 
for respondent, when weighed against the testimony of Isenhour, 
who was impeached, as well as the testimony of other unimpeached 
witnesses for the Commission, places the evidence in equipoise. 


We conclude, therefore, that the evidence does not establish by 
clear and convincing proof that respondent has pursued any course 
of conduct that demonstrates that he “knowingly and wilfully per- 
sistfed] in indiscretions and misconduct which this Court has 
declared to be, or which under the circumstances [respondent] 
should [have known] to be, acts which constitute wilful misconduct 
in office and conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice 
which brings the judicial office into disrepute,” In re Martin, 295 
N.C. 291, 305-06, 245 S.E.2d 766, 775 (1978) (emphasis added), 
thereby constituting grounds for removal. Id. 


For the reasons stated and in the exercise of our independent 
judgment on this record, we decline to accept the recommendation of 
the Commission. Therefore, this matter is hereby DISMISSED. 
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Justices ORR and MARTIN did not participate in the considera- 
tion or decision of this proceeding. 


DEADWOOD, INC., PETITIONER v. NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE, 
RESPONDENT 


No. 66PA02 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Taxation— gross receipts privilege tax assessment— 
live entertainment business versus moving picture shows— 
reasonable distinctions 

A de novo review revealed that the Court of Appeals erred by 
concluding that the gross receipts privilege tax assessment under 
N.C.G.S. § 105-37.1 against plaintiff corporation’s live entertain- 
ment business during the period of 1 January 1994 through 28 
February 1997 violated its constitutional rights based on the dif- 
fering tax treatments for live entertainment and moving picture 
shows, because reasonable distinctions exist between live musi- 
cal performances and the type of entertainment produced in mov- 
ing picture shows, including that: (1) the governmental authority 
and the society it represents incur greater risks and expense with 
live entertainment events than with a traditional moving picture 
show; and (2) more resources are required to ensure public 
safety at and around live entertainment events. 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a 
unanimous decision of the Court of Appeals, 148 N.C. App. 122, 557 
S.E.2d 596 (2001), reversing an order entered 29 September 2000 by 
Griffin, J., in Superior Court, Martin County, which order affirmed a 
decision of the North Carolina Department of Revenue. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 11 September 2002. 


Irvine Law Firm, PC, by David J. Irvine, Jr., for petitioner- 
appellee. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Kay Linn Miller Hobart, 
Assistant Attorney General, for respondent-appellant. 
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LAKE, Chief Justice. 


This case arises from the assessment of privilege taxes against 
Deadwood, Inc. by the North Carolina Department of Revenue for the 
period of 1 January 1994 through 28 February 1997. The essential 
question presented is whether the gross receipts privilege tax as- 
sessment against Deadwood’s live entertainment business violates 
Article V, Section 2 of the North Carolina Constitution. 


The facts of this case are undisputed. Deadwood is a North 
Carolina corporation engaged in the business of operating an enter- 
tainment facility in Bear Grass, North Carolina. Deadwood’s facility 
opened in 1992 with a miniature golf course and a snack stand in 
operation. The facility has since grown to include a video-game room, 
a playground, a picnic area, an ice cream shop, a gift shop and a 
dance hall with live music on Friday and Saturday nights. Deadwood 
charged its patrons admission fees to these live music events. 


On 1 May 1997, an auditor for the Department of Revenue 
examined Deadwood’s records for the period of 1 January 1994 
through 28 February 1997. The auditor determined that Deadwood 
had not reported or paid the gross receipts tax as required by 
N.C.G.S. § 105-37.1. On 13 May 1997, the Department sent a notice of 
tax assessment to Deadwood, which assessed $11,947 for gross 
receipts tax for the period of 1 January 1994 through 28 February 
1997, $1,619 for interest, and $5,974 as a penalty, for a total of $19,540. 


On appeal, the Secretary of Revenue waived the penalty but sus- 
tained the tax and interest assessment. Deadwood further appealed 
to the Tax Review Board and then to Superior Court, Martin County, 
both of which affirmed the decision. 


Thereafter, Deadwood appealed the decision to the North 
Carolina Court of Appeals. That court reversed the order of the supe- 
rior court and held that “because ‘[n]o class of property shall be 
taxed except by uniform rule,’ ... the gross receipts privilege tax 
assessment against Deadwood’s live entertainment business during 
the period of 1 January 1994 through 28 February 1997 violated its 
constitutional rights.” Deadwood, Inc. v. N.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 148 
N.C. App. 122, 127, 557 S.E.2d 596, 600 (2001) (quoting N.C. Const. 
art. V, § 2). On 9 May 2002, this Court allowed the Department of 
Revenue’s petition for discretionary review. 


The constitutional premise for Deadwood’s legal argument is that 
the General Assembly did not base its tax classification on a reason- 
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able distinction and, therefore, violated Section 2 of Article V of the 
North Carolina Constitution. See, e.g., Snyder v. Maxwell, 217 N.C. 
617, 9 S.E.2d 19 (1940). Deadwood further asserts that, because no 
reasonable distinction existed for this classification, the privilege tax 
in issue was not equally and uniformly applied to all subjects in the 
same classification. See id. Because Deadwood contends the admin- 
istrative decision was affected by a legal error, we will review the 
record de novo. N.C.G.S. § 150B-51(b)(1), (c) (2001); see also 
Dialysis Care of N.C. v. N.C. Dep’t of Health & Human Servs., 137 
N.C. App. 638, 529 S.E.2d 257, aff'd per curiam, 353 N.C. 258, 538 
S.E.2d 566 (2000). 


During the time period at issue in the instant case, “live 
entertainment” was not specifically taxed under article 2 of chap- 
ter 105 of the General Statutes. It was therefore governed by 
N.C.G.S. § 105-37.1, which then stated in pertinent part: 


Every person, firm, or corporation engaged in the business of 
giving, offering or managing any form of entertainment or amuse- 
ment not otherwise taxed or specifically exempted in this Article, 
for which an admission is charged, shall pay an annual license tax 
of fifty dollars ($50.00) for each room, hall, tent or other place 
where such admission charges are made. 


In addition to the license tax levied above, such person, firm, 
or corporation shall pay an additional tax upon the gross receipts 
of such business at the rate of three percent (3%). 


N.C.G.S. § 105-37.1 (amended 1999) (emphasis added). By contrast, 
“moving picture shows” were taxed differently and separate from all 
other forms of entertainment taxed under article 2 of chapter 105 of 
the General Statutes, including live entertainment. From 1989 to 
1996, moving picture shows were required to pay a $200 tax for each 
room, hall or tent used. N.C.G.S. § 105-37 (1995) (repealed effective 1 
July 1997).! 


Although former N.C.G.S. § 105-37 has been repealed and 
N.C.G.S. § 105-37.1 has been arnended since this action arose, 
the General Assembly has continued to classify “live entertainment” 
differently than “moving picture shows.” See N.C.G.S. §§ 105-38.1, 
105-37.1 (2002). 


1. The current gross receipts tax on admissions to moving picture shows is found 
in N.C.G.S. § 105-38.1,. 
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In its analysis, the Court of Appeals concluded that the General 
Assembly did not have a rational basis for taxing businesses which 
host live entertainment differently than “moving picture shows.” We 
disagree and hold that a rational basis does exist for taxing “live 
entertainment” differently than “moving picture shows.” 


The power of the General Assembly to impose license taxes is 
undisputed, “and the right of classification is referred largely to the 
legislative will, with the limitation that it must be reasonable and not 
arbitrary.” Belk Bros. Co. of Charlotte v. Maxwell, 215 N.C. 10, 14, 200 
S.E. 915, 917, cert. denied, 307 U.S. 644, 83 L. Ed. 1524 (1939). Our 
state Constitution provides in part as follows: 


Only the General Assembly shall have the power to classify 
property for taxation, which power shall be exercised only on a 
State-wide basis and shall not be delegated. No class of property 
shall be taxed except by uniform rule, and every classification 
shall be made by general law uniformly applicable in every 
county, city and town, and other unit of local government. 


N.C. Const. art. V, § 2. “The Legislature is sole judge of what sub- 
jects it shall select for taxation ..., and the exercise of its discre- 
tion is not subject to the approval of the judicial department of the 
State.” Lacy v. Armour Packing Co., 134 N.C. 567, 573, 47 S.E. 53, 55 
(1904), aff'd, 200 U.S. 226, 50 L. Ed. 451 (1906). In selecting subjects 
for taxation, 


narrow distinctions are sometimes invoked, and if founded on a 
rational basis and reasonably related to the object of the legisla- 
tion, the courts will not say that a different result should have 
been reached or that the differentiation is arbitrary. 


Leonard v. Maxwell, 216 N.C. 89, 96, 3 S.E.2d 316, 322, appeal dis- 
missed per curiam, 308 U.S. 516, 84 L. Ed. 489 (1939). Such differ- 
ences “must be relevant or pertinent as well as rational.” Jd. (citing 
Louisville Gas & Elec. Co. v. Coleman, 277 U.S. 32, 72 L. Ed. 770 
(1928)). 


The Court of Appeals’ holding in the case at hand relied heavily 
on the opinion of this Court in Snyder v. Maxwell, 217 N.C. 617, 9 
S.E.2d 19. In Snyder, the plaintiff challenged the validity of a privilege 
tax imposed on machines vending soft drinks, while machines vend- 
ing items other than soft drinks were not taxed. /d. at 618, 9 S.E.2d at 
20. Specifically, the plaintiff alleged that the General Assembly drew 
an unjustifiable distinction between these two classes of vending 
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machines. Id. at 619, 9 S.E.2d at 20. The plaintiff argued that because 
the law itself had selected the term “merchandise” as a classification, 
the Legislature had discriminated within that class against machines 
which solely vended soft drinks. Id. at 619, 9 S.E.2d at 20-21. 


In Snyder, this Court set out two rules that the General Assembly 
must follow when classifying subjects for taxation. “First, the classi- 
fication itself must be based upon a reasonable distinction. Second{, 
t]he tax must apply equally to all those within the class defined.” Id. 
at 619, 9 S.E.2d at 21 (citations omitted). When reviewing the General 
Assembly’s determination of a classification for taxation, “the widest 
latitude must be accorded to the Legislature in making the distinc- 
tions which are the bases for classification, and they will not be dis- 
turbed unless capricious, arbitrary, and unjustified by reason.” Jd. at 
620, 9 S.E.2d at 21 (citing Sproles v. Binford, 286 U.S. 374, 76 L. Ed. 
1167 (1932); Whitney v. California, 274 U.S. 357, 71 L. Ed. 1095 
(1927), overruled in part on other grounds by Brandenburg v. Ohio, 
395 U.S. 444, 23 L. Ed. 2d 4380 (1969); Brown-Forman Co. v. 
Kentucky, 217 U.S. 563, 54 L. Ed. 883 (1910)). This Court further 
stated: 


The Legislature is not required to preamble or label its clas- 
sifications or disclose the principles upon which they are made. 
It is sufficient if the Court, upon review, may find them supported 
by justifiable reasoning. In passing upon this the Court is not 
required to depend solely upon evidence or testimony bearing 
upon the fairness of the classification, if that should ever be 
required, but it is permitted to resort to common knowledge of 
the subjects under consideration, and publicly known conditions, 
economic or otherwise, which pertain to the particular subject of 
the classification. 


Snyder, 217 N.C. at 620, 9 S.E.2d at 21 (emphasis added). 


This Court reasoned that the distinctions between the two types 
of vending machines reasonably affected the value of the privilege 
because of the differences in profitability of the two machines. /d. at 
621, 9 S.E.2d at 22. 


We think it will be unquestioned that the soft drink trade has 
achieved a unique place in the commercial world, both as to the 
volume of business, the certainty of sale in comparatively large 
volume and, therefore, the opportunity for gainful return attend- 
ing the privilege of selling such merchandise. 
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Id. As a result, this Court upheld the Legislature’s tax distinction in 
Snyder. Thus, even when the two subjects for classification are 
nearly identical, i.e., the sale of food and the sale of beverages 
from vending machines, the Legislature may nonetheless choose to 
tax them differently merely because one is more lucrative than 
the other. 


The Court of Appeals in its analysis relied heavily upon Snyder 
for the proposition that, because there was “no ‘unique place in the 
commercial world’ as to the volume of business or sales generated by 
Deadwood’s live entertainment business and movie theaters,” there 
was “no rational justification for levying privilege taxes on live musi- 
cal performances and not on movie theaters.” Deadwood, 148 N.C. 
App. at 127, 557 S.E.2d at 600 (quoting Snyder, 217 N.C. at 621, 9 
S.E.2d at 22). We consider this rationale to be a much too narrow 
view of the reality of the live entertainment business in general and 
Deadwood’s business in particular as compared to the moving picture 
business. The court failed to recognize that, under the rationale of 
Snyder, the reviewing court may consider common knowledge, “eco- 
nomic or otherwise,” pertaining to the subject of the tax classifica- 
tion. Snyder, 217 N.C. at 620, 9 S.E.2d at 21 (emphasis added). Upon 
consideration of all aspects of these two forms of entertainment, eco- 
nomic and otherwise, we conclude that reasonable distinctions do 
exist between live musical performances and the type of entertain- 
ment produced in moving picture shows. 


Moving picture shows simply do not draw or place demands upon 
the public resources in the same way and to the same extent as live 
entertainment venues. For instance, live performances frequently 
generate a high volume of traffic which is not normally attributable to 
moving picture shows. Moving picture theaters normally have several 
showings each day of the week, whereas live entertainment events 
are traditionally conducted on a less frequent basis. As a result, mov- 
ing picture shows customarily generate a steady yet smaller stream of 
traffic, while live entertainment events frequently attract substan- 
tially larger numbers of automobiles and people. This increased vol- 
ume and concentration of attendees places a greater burden of crowd 
and vehicle control on public safety personnel within a short period 
of time. These conditions also create an increased risk and burden in 
regard to highway safety and fire protection. 


Additionally, live performances often attract attendees from 
beyond the immediate vicinity, whereas moving picture shows typi- 
cally draw a more local audience. It is not uncommon for live enter- 
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tainment events to attract people from throughout North Carolina 
and its neighboring states. People will rarely, if ever, drive such dis- 
tances to see a moving picture in a theater. Deadwood concedes that, 
over time, it has grown to attract bands and customers from “farther 
and farther away.” Furthermore, it is common for businesses which 
cater live entertainment to sell alcohol, but this rarely occurs at mov- 
ing picture shows. Deadwood acknowledges it has a license to sell 
beer. Moreover, in economic terms, ticket prices for live entertain- 
ment are generally considerably higher than the cost of admission to 
a moving picture show. 


In Clark v. Maxwell, 197 N.C. 604, 150 S.E. 190 (1929), aff'd per 
curiam, 282 U.S. 811, 75 L. Ed. 726 (1931), this Court upheld a tax 
classification more narrowly drawn. than the one in the instant case. 
The plaintiff in Clark owned a one-ton truck and was in the busi- 
ness of transporting goods on the highways of North Carolina. Id. at 
604-05, 150 S.E. at 191. The applicable statutory law at issue in Clark 
mandated that a delivery vehicle which traveled greater than fifty 
miles to its destination be taxed at a higher rate than a delivery vehi- 
cle which traveled less than fifty miles to its destination. /d. at 604, 
150 S.E. at 191. The plaintiff contended he was not liable for the 
license tax because the tax was not uniformly applied in that it 
exceeded the amount imposed by other statutes on persons engaged 
in the same business, in violation of Section 3 of Article V of the 
North Carolina Constitution. /d. at 605, 150 S.E. at 192. The plaintiff 
further contended that the enforcement of the statute deprived him 
of his property in violation of his due process and equal protection 
rights, “in that he [was] required by [the statute’s] provisions to pay a 
larger sum of money as a license tax than [was] required of others 
engaged in the same business, and similarly situated.” /d. at 606, 150 
S.E. at 192. This Court disagreed and held that the classification was 
reasonable. Jd. at 608, 150 S.E. at 193. “It cannot be said that it is 
unjust for the State to require a larger license tax to be paid by the 
licensee who acquires by his license the more valuable privilege, at a 
greater cost to the State.” Jd. at 607, 150 S.E. at 192. This Court con- 
cluded in Clark: “ ‘Tf the selection or classification is neither capri- 
cious nor arbitrary, and rests upon some reasonable consideration of 
difference or policy, there is no denial of the equal protection of the 
law.” Id. at 608, 150 S.E. at 193 (quoting Brown-Forman Co., 217 
U.S. at 573, 54 L. Ed. at 887). 


2. The current version of Article V, Section 2 is similar to Article V, Section 3 as it 
existed in Clark, before the 1962 amendment. 
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This Court has sustained numerous tax classifications which 
rested on subtle distinctions. See, e.g., Lenoir Fin. Co. v. Currie, 254 
N.C. 129, 118 S.E.2d 543 (upheld taxing installment paper dealers dif- 
ferently than banks which, in addition to their regular banking busi- 
ness, also deal in installment paper), appeal dismissed sub nom. 
Lenoir Fin. Co. v. Johnson, 368 U.S. 289, 7 L. Ed. 2d 336 (1961) (per 
curiam); Leonard, 216 N.C. 89, 3 S.E.2d 316 (upheld a tax on “retail 
merchants” where the Legislature exempted certain types of articles 
sold); Great Atl. & Pac. Tea Co. v. Maxwell, 199 N.C. 433, 154 S.E. 838 
(1930) (upheld taxing businesses with one store in North Carolina dif- 
ferently than businesses with multiple stores in the state), aff'd per 
curiam, 284 U.S. 575, 76 L. Ed. 500 (1931); Smith v. Wilkins, 164 N.C. 
135, 80 S.E. 168 (1913) Cupheld taxing persons who traveled by foot 
at a higher rate than persons who traveled by vehicle); Rosenbaum v. 
City of Newbern, 118 N.C. 83, 24 S.E. 1 (1896) (upheld taxing dealers 
of second-hand clothing differently than everyone else, including 
dealers of new clothing). 


In the instant case, as in all cases in which live entertainment is 
involved, the governmental authority and the society it represents 
incur greater risks and expense than with a traditional moving pic- 
ture show, and because more resources are required to ensure public 
safety at and around live entertainment events, we conclude that rea- 
sonable distinctions exist for taxing moving picture shows differently 
than businesses which cater to live entertainment. Accordingly, we 
reverse the decision of the Court of Appeals. 


REVERSED. 
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MARGARET WRENN ANDERSON v. DR. DEAN GEORGE ASSIMOS, M.D., DR. 
R. LAWRENCE KROOVARD, M.D., DR. MARK R. HESS, M.D., WAKE FOREST 
UNIVERSITY PHYSICIANS, WAKE FOREST UNIVERSITY BAPTIST MEDICAL 
CENTER, THE MEDICAL CENTER OF BOWMAN GRAY SCHOOL OF MEDICINE 
AND NORTH CAROLINA BAPTIST HOSPITAL anp THE NORTH CAROLINA 
BAPTIST HOSPITALS, INCORPORATED 


No. 621A01 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Appeal and Error; Medical Malpractice— Rule 9(j) certification 
requirements—constitutionality improperly considered 
The certification requirements of Rule of Civil Procedure 9(j) 
apply only to medical malpractice cases in which the plaintiff 
seeks to prove that the defendant's conduct breached the requi- 
site standard of care and do not apply to res ipsa loquitur claims. 
Therefore, where plaintiff asserted a medical malpractice claim 
based solely on res ipsa loquitur, the certification requirements of 
Rule 9(j) were not implicated, and the Court of Appeals erred in 
addressing the constitutionality of Rule 9(j) in this case. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 146 N.C. App. 339, 553 S.E.2d 
63 (2001), reversing and remanding an order of dismissal entered 14 
December 1999 by Vosburgh, J., in Superior Court, Guilford County. 
Heard in the Supreme Court 10 September 2002. 


Mary K. Nicholson for plaintiff-appellee. 


Tuggle Duggins & Meschan, PA., by J. Reed Johnston, Jr., 
Amanda L. Fields, and Robert A. Ford, for defendant- 
appellants. 


North Carolina Chapter of the American Society of Healthcare 
Risk Management of the American Hospital Association, by 
Thomas L. Eure, Ken M. Nanney, and Ronald Burris, amicus 
curiae. 


Faison & Gillespie, by O. William Faison, John W. Jensen, 
Jonathan C. Sauls, and Kristen L. Beightol, on behalf of the 
North Carolina Academy of Trial Lawyers, amicus curiae. 


Center for Constitutional Litigation, P.C., by Robert S. Peck, on 
behalf of the Association of Trial Lawyers of America; and the 
American Civil Liberties Union of North Carolina Legal 
Foundation, Inc., by Seth H. Jaffe, amici curiae. 
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Smith Anderson Blount Dorsett Mitchell & Jernigan, LLP, by 
James D. Blount, Jr, Michael W. Mitchell, Christopher G. 
Smith, and J. Mitchell Armbruster, on behalf of North Carolina 
Medical Society, North Carolina Hospital Association, the 
Medical Specialty Societies, North Carolina Medical Group 
Managers, Old North State Medical Society, and North Carolina 
Association of Physicians of Indian Origin; and Manning, 
Fulton & Skinner, PA., by John B. McMillan, on behalf of North 
Carolina Citizens for Business and Industry and National 
Federation of Independent Business, amici curiae. 


PER CURIAM. 


The Court of Appeals concluded that Rule 9(j) of the North 
Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure violates Article I, Section 18 of the 
North Carolina Constitution and the Equal Protection Clauses of the 
North Carolina and United States Constitutions. Anderson v. 
Assimos, 146 N.C. App. 339, 553 S.E.2d 63 (2001). 


A constitutional issue not raised at trial will generally not be con- 
sidered for the first time on appeal. State v. Nobles, 350 N.C. 483, 495, 
515 $.E.2d 885, 893 (1999); Porter v. Suburban Sanitation Serv., 
Inc., 283 N.C. 479, 490, 196 S.E.2d 760, 767 (1973). Furthermore, the 
courts of this State will avoid constitutional questions, even if prop- 
erly presented, where a case may be resolved on other grounds. State 
v. Crabtree, 286 N.C. 541, 543, 212 S.E.2d 108, 105 (1975); see Rice v. 
Rigsby, 259 N.C. 506, 512, 131 S.E.2d 469, 473 (1963). 


This Court may exercise its supervisory power to consider con- 
stitutional questions not properly raised in the trial court, but only in 
exceptional circumstances. See, e.g., State v. Elam, 302 N.C. 157, 161, 
273 S.E.2d 661, 664 (1981); Rice, 259 N.C. at 511-12, 1381 S.E.2d at 
472-73, see also N.C. R. App. P. 2. Even so, constitutional analysis 
always requires thorough examination of all relevant facts. State v. 
Fayetteville St. Christian Sch., 299 N.C. 351, 359, 261 S.E.2d 908, 914, 
aff'd per curiam on reh’g, 299 N.C. 731, 265 S.E.2d 387, and appeal 
dismissed, 449 U.S. 807, 66 L. Ed. 2d 11 (1980). Thus, a constitutional 
question is addressed “only when the issue is squarely presented 
upon an adequate factual record and only when resolution of the 
issue is necessary.” /d. To be properly addressed, a constitutional 
issue must be “definitely drawn into focus by plaintiff's pleadings.” 
Hudson v. Atlantic Coastline R.R. Co., 242 N.C. 650, 667, 89 S.E.2d 
441, 453 (1955), cert. denied, 351 U.S. 949, 100 L. Ed. 1473 (1956). If 
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the factual record necessary for a constitutional inquiry is lacking, 
“an appellate court should be especially mindful of the dangers inher- 
ent in the premature exercise of its jurisdiction.” Fayetteville St., 299 
N.C. at 358-59, 261 S.E.2d at 913. 


Plaintiff's complaint asserts res 7tpsa loquitur as the sole basis 
for the negligence claim. Because the pertinent allegations have not 
been withdrawn or amended, the pleadings have a binding effect as 
to the underlying theory of plaintiff’s negligence claim. See Davis v. 
Rigsby, 261 N.C. 684, 686, 1386 S.E.2d 33, 34 (1964); Bratton v. Oliver, 
141 N.C. App. 121, 125, 539 S.E.2d 40, 48, (2000), disc. rev. denied, 
353 N.C. 369, 547 S.E.2d 808 (2001). Moreover, our review of the 
record shows that at the hearing in this matter plaintiff represented 
to the trial court that her negligence claim was based solely on res 
ipsa loquitur. This judicial admission is “binding in every respect.” 
Estrada v. Burnham, 316 N.C. 318, 324, 341 $.E.2d 538, 5438 (1986). 
Having made this representation, plaintiff cannot now assert a con- 
tradictory position, Davis, 261 N.C. at 686, 136 S.E.2d at 34, or “ ‘swap 
horses between courts in order to get a better mount,” State v. 
Sharpe, 344 N.C. 190, 194, 473 S.E.2d 3, 5 (1996) (quoting Weil v. 
Herring, 207 N.C. 6, 10, 175 S.E. 836, 838 (1934)). Therefore, for pur- 
poses of this action, plaintiff’s negligence claim is based solely on res 
ipsa loquitur. 


Res ipsa loquitur claims are normally based on facts that permit 
an inference of defendant’s negligence. See, e.g., Kekelis v. Whitin 
Mach. Works, 273 N.C. 489, 443, 160 S.E.2d 320, 322-23 (1968). The 
certification requirements of Rule 9(j) apply only to medical mal- 
practice cases where the plaintiff seeks to prove that the defendant’s 
conduct breached the requisite standard of care—not to res ipsa 
loquitur claims. N.C.G.S. § 1A-1, Rule 9G) (2001). As plaintiff in this 
case asserts only a res ipsa loquitur claim, the certification require- 
ments of Rule 9(j) are not implicated. Thus, the Court of Appeals 
erred in addressing the constitutionality of Rule 9(j) under these 
circumstances. 


Accordingly, the decision of the Court of Appeals is vacated to 
the extent it concluded that Rule 9()) violates Article I, Section 18 of 
the North Carolina Constitution and the Equal Protection Clauses of 
the North Carolina and United States Constitutions, and defendants’ 
appeal is dismissed. 


VACATED IN PART AND APPEAL DISMISSED. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. RONNIE HAYZE WILKERSON 


No. 124A02 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Evidence— bare fact of prior convictions—absence of testi- 
mony by defendant—prejudicial error 
The decision of the Court of Appeals affirming defendant’s 
convictions for possession with intent to sell or deliver cocaine 
and trafficking in cocaine is reversed for the reason stated in the 
dissenting opinion that the trial court committed prejudicial error 
in permitting the State to introduce, through the testimony of a 
deputy clerk of court, the bare fact of defendant’s prior convic- 
tions for cocaine offenses to show knowledge and intent when 
defendant did not testify. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided pane! of the Court of Appeals, 148 N.C. App. 310, 559 S.E.2d 
5 (2002), finding no error in the judgments entered 16 November 1995 
by Greeson, J., in Superior Court, Rockingham County. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 15 October 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Daniel P. O’Brien, Assistant 
Attorney General, for the State. 


Lisa Miles for defendant-appellant. 


PER CURIAM. 


For the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion, we reverse the 
decision of the Court of Appeals. 


REVERSED. 
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DOUGLAS JEFFREY LANDRY, EmMPLoyvee v. US AIRWAYS, INC., EMpLoyer, RSKCO, 
CARRIER 


No. 278A02 
(Filed 22 Novernber 2002) 


Workers’ Compensation— lifting and turning—shoulder 
injury—not compensable injury by accident 
The decision of the Court of Appeals in this workers’ com- 
pensation case is reversed for the reasons stated in the dissenting 
opinion that the Industrial Commussion’s findings were supported 
by competent evidence and in turn supported its conclusion that 
plaintiff did not sustain a compensable injury by accident when 
he suffered a shoulder injury at the time he lifted a mailbag and 
turned while unloading an aircrait because there were no unusual 
conditions likely to result in unexpected consequences. 


Appeal by plaintiff pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the deci- 
sion of a divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 150 N.C. App. 121, 563 
S.E.2d 23 (2002), reversing an opinion and award entered 22 February 
2001 by the North Carolina Industrial Commission and remanding for 
further proceedings. Heard in the Supreme Court 17 October 2002. 


Law Offices of George W. Lennon, by George W. Lennon and 
Michael W. Ballance, for plaintiff-appellee. 


Brooks, Stevens & Pope, PA., by Michael C. Sigmon and 
Matthew P. Blake, for defendant-appellants. 


PER CURIAM. 


For the reasons stated in the dissenting open the decision of 
the Court of Appeals is reversed. 


REVERSED. 


420 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


STATE v. LOTHARP 
(356 N.C. 420 (2002)] 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. DULAINE LOTHARP 


No. 106A02 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Assault— deadly weapon—disjunctive instruction 

The Court of Appeals decision granting defendant a new trial 
on a charge of assault with a deadly weapon inflicting serious 
injury is reversed for the reason stated in the dissenting opinion 
that defendant was not denied a unanimous verdict by the trial 
court’s instruction permitting the jury to return a guilty verdict if 
it found beyond a reasonable doubt that defendant intentionally 
beat the victim with his hands and feet and/or with a chain and 
that defendant’s hands and feet and/or the chain were deadly 
weapons that inflicted serious injury. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 148 N.C. App. 435, 559 $.E.2d 
807 (2002), ordering a new trial after appeal from judgments entered 
26 May 2000 by Beale, J., in Superior Court, Union County. Heard in 
the Supreme Court 14 October 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Robert M. Curran, Assistant 
Attorney General, for the State-appellant. 


Marjorie S. Canaday for defendant-appellee. 


Smith Moore LLP, by Julia F. Youngman, on behalf of the 
American Civil Liberties Union of North Carolina Legal 
Foundation, amicus curiae. 


PER CURIAM. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals is reversed for the reasons 
stated in the dissenting opinion. 


REVERSED. 
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BEULAH VERNON vy. MICHAEL LOWE anp BRENDA LOWE 


No. 155,402 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Civil Procedure— nonjury trial—-involuntary dismissal—insuf- 
ficient findings of fact 
The decision of the Court of Appeals upholding the trial 
court’s order in a nonjury trial involuntarily dismissing plaintiff's 
action to quiet title is reversed for the reasons stated in the dis- 
senting opinion that, although the trial court dismissed plaintiff's 
claim because plaintiff had not shown that “she is the fee simple 
owner of the real property,” the appellate court is unable to deter- 
mine the propriety of the order without findings of fact explain- 
ing the reasoning of the trial court. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 148 N.C. App. 694, 559 S.E.2d 
288 (2002), affirming an order of dismissal entered 31 March 2000, 
nunc pro tunc 8 September 1998, by McHugh, J., in Superior Court, 
Rockingham County. Heard in the Supreme Court 15 October 2002. 


The Law Office of Herman L. Stephens, by Herman L. Stephens, 
for plaintiff-appellant. 


No brief filed for defendant-appellees. 


PER CURIAM. 


For the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion, the decision of 
the Court of Appeals is reversed. 


REVERSED. 
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ANDREW H. AUSLEY, D/B/A AUSLEY APPRAISAL SERVICES v. BRYAN M. BISHOP 


No. 287A02 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Damages and Remedies— two slander claims—one wrongly 
submitted—punitive damages—new trial not required 


The decision of the Court of Appeals in this case is reversed 
for the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion that, although one 
of two slander counterclaims by defendant should not have been 
submitted to the jury in a bifurcated trial under N.C.G.S. § 1D-30, 
the trial court’s instruction with respect to the issue of punitive 
damages that defendant must prove plaintiff acted with malice 
which was related to “one or both of the slanders” supports the 
jury’s award of punitive damages based upon the slander claim 
that was upheld so that a new trial is not required on all issues 
relating to such claim. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.8.§ 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 150 N.C. App. 56, 564 S.E.2d 
252 (2002), affirming in part and vacating in part a judgment entered 
14 March 2000 by DeRamus, J.; reversing and remanding an order 
entered 1 August 2000 by Burke, J.; reversing in part and remanding 
an order entered 4 August 2000 by DeRamus, J., all in Superior Court, 
Forsyth County. Heard in the Supreme Court 17 October 2002. 


Haywood, Denny & Miller, L.L.P. by John R. Kincaid for 
plaintiff-appellee. 


Randolf M. James for defendant-appellant. 


PER CURIAM. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals is reversed for the reasons 
stated in the dissenting opinion. 


REVERSED. 


Justice EDMUNDS did not participate in the consideration or 
decision of this case. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. ERNEST G. HARGETT 


No. 119PA02 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a deci- 
sion of the Court of Appeals, 148 N.C. App. 688, 559 S.E.2d 282 (2002), 
ordering a new trial after appeal of a judgment entered 28 September 
2000 by Alford, J., in Superior Court, Craven County. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 14 October 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Sylvia Thibaut, Assistant 
Attorney General, for the State-appellant. 


Rudolph A. Ashton, II, and kirby H. Smith, III, for defendant- 
appellee. 


PER CURIAM. 


DISCRETIONARY REVIEW IMPROVIDENTLY ALLOWED. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. TOMMY LEE OSBORNE 


No. 204A02 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 149 N.C. App. 235, 562 S.E.2d 
528 (2002), finding no error in a judgment entered 18 August 2000 by 
Downs, J., in Superior Court, Watauga County. Heard in the Supreme 
Court 16 October 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by T. Lane Matlonee, Special 
Deputy Attorney General, for the State. 


Marjorie S. Canaday for defendant-appellant. 
PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 
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ZIMMERMAN v. EAGLE ELEC. MFG. CO. 
[356 N.C. 425 (2002)] 


WILDA KAY ZIMMERMAN, EMPLOYEE v. EAGLE ELECTRIC MANUFACTURING CO., 
EMPLOYER; ZURICH-AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY, CARRIER 
No. 44PA02 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 147 N.C. App. 748, 556 S.E.2d 
678 (2001), affirming an opinion and award entered 3 August 2000 by 
the North Carolina Industrial Commission. Heard in the Supreme 
Court 14 October 2002. 


Law Offices of George W. Lennon, by George W. Lennon and 
Michael W. Ballance, for plaintiff-appellee. 


Young Moore and Henderson PA., by Dawn Dillon Raynor, for 
defendant-appellants. 


PER CURIAM. 


DISCRETIONARY REVIEW IMPROVIDENTLY ALLOWED. 


426 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


RILEY v. DEBAER 
[356 N.C. 426 (2002)} 
DEBRA RILEY v. LINDA DEBAER, TIM MILLER, INDIVIDUALLY; AND ATLANTIC 


BEHAVIORAL HEALTH SYSTEMS INC., Now DOING BUSINESS AS CAROLINA 
REHABILITATION, AND PREVIOUSLY DOING BUSINESS AS TOTAL REHAB 


No. 407A01-2 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 149 N.C. App. 520, 562 S.E.2d 
69 (2002), vacating and remanding for dismissal an order entered 9 
March 2000 by Manning, J., in Superior Court, Durham County. Heard 
in the Supreme Court 15 October 2002. 


Browne, Flebotte, Wilson & Horn, PLLC, by Martin J. Horn, for 
plaintiff-appellant. 


Newsom, Graham, Hedrick & Kennon, PA., by William P. 
Daniell, for defendant-appellees Linda DeBaer and Atlantic 
Behavioral Health Systems, Inc. 

PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 
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FLORES v. ARCO 
[356 N.C. 427 (2002)] 


DAVID N. FLORES, ALFREDO CONTRERAS, and JUAN RIVERA v. SOLTERO 
BALTIERRES ARCO 4/k/A SOLTERO BALTIERRES ARCOS 


No. 220A02 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from an unpublished 
decision of a divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 149 N.C. App. 972, 
563 S.E.2d 99 (2002), dismissing as interlocutory an appeal from an 
order entered 31 January 2001 by Griffin, J.. in Superior Court, 
Currituck County. Heard in the Supreme Court 16 October 2002. 


Marcari Russotto & Spencer, P.C., by Donald W. Marcari, for 
plaintiff-appellees. 


Hornthal, Riley, Ellis & Maland, L.L.P., by L. Phillip Hornthal, 
III, for unnamed defendant-appellant Government Employees 
Insurance Company. 

PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 


428 IN THE SUPREME COURT 
STATE v. DIXON 
[356 N.C. 428 (2002)] 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. ROGER DALE DIXON 


No. 262A02 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 150 N.C. App. 46, 563 S.E.2d 
o94 (2002), ordering a new trial after appeal from a judgment entered 
3 November 2000 by Taylor (Kimberly S.), J., in Superior Court, 
Iredell County. Heard in the Supreme Court 17 October 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Anne M. Middleton, for the 
State-appellant. 


Patricia L. Riddick for defendant-appellee. 
PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 
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STATE Ex REL. UTILS. COMM’N v. CAROLINA WATER SERV, INC. 
(356 N.C. 429 (2002)] 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA EX REL. UTILITIES COMMISSION; PUBLIC 
STAFF—NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION; AND ROY COOPER, 
ATTORNEY GENERAL—NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
vy. CAROLINA WATER SERVICE, INC. OF NORTH CAROLINA, AND CWS 
SYSTEMS, INC. 


No. 267PA02 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 149 N.C. App. 656, 562 S.E.2d 
60 (2002), vacating and remanding with instructions an order entered 
6 November 2000 by the North Carolina Utilities Commission. On 11 
July 2002, the Supreme Court allowed respondents’ conditional peti- 
tion for discretionary review as to additional issues. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 17 October 2002. 


Robert P. Gruber, Executive Director, by James D. Little and 
Kendrick C. Fentress, Staff Attorneys, for petitioner- 
appellant/appellee Public Staff—North Carolina Utilities 
Commission; and Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Gary R. 
Govert, Special Deputy Attorney General, and Margaret A. 
Force, Assistant Attorney General, intervenor- 
appellant/appellee. 


Hunton & Williams, by Edward S. Finley, Jr., for respondent- 
appellants/appellees. 


PER CURIAM. 


DISCRETIONARY REVIEW IMPROVIDENTLY ALLOWED. 


430 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


BEST v. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVS. 
[356 N.C. 430 (2002)] 


YOLANDRA BEST AnD ROY HUDSON, PETITIONERS v. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES, JOHN UMSTEAD HOSPITAL, RESPONDENT 


No. 277A02 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 149 N.C. App. 882, 563 S.E.2d 
573 (2002), affirming an order entered 24 October 2000 by Jones 
(Abraham Penn), J., in Superior Court, Wake County. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 17 October 2002. 


Grafstein & Walczyk, PL.L.C., by Lisa Grafstein, for petitioner- 
appellee Roy Hudson; and Konrad Schoen for petitioner- 
appellee Yolandra Best. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Richard E. Slipsky, Special 
Deputy Attorney General, for respondent-appellant. 


Patterson, Harkavy & Lawrence, L.L.P., by Ann Groninger, on 
behalf of the American Civil Liberties Union of North Carolina 
Legal Foundation, Inc., and North Carolina Academy of Trial 
Lawyers, amici curiae; and Seth Jaffe, on behalf of the 
American Civil Liberties Union of North Carolina Legal 
Foundation, Inc. 


PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 
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DEROSIER v. WNA, INC./IMPERIAL FIRE HOSE CO. 
[356 N.C. 431 (2002)] 
MARIE DEROSIER, EMPLOYEE v. WNA, INCORPORATED/IMPERIAL FIRE HOSE 
COMPANY, EMPLOYER; AND THE TRAVELERS INSURANCE COMPANY, CARRIER 
No. 249A02 
(Filed 22 November 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 149 N.C. App. 597, 562 S.E.2d 
41 (2002), reversing an opinion and award entered by the North 
Carolina Industrial Commission on 7 September 2000 and remanding 
for further proceedings. Heard in the Supreme Court 16 October 
2002. 


Devore Acton & Stafford, PA., by William D. Acton, Jr. for 
plaintiff-appellant. 


Hedrick, Eatman, Gardner & Kincheloe, L.L.P., by Paul C. 
Lawrence and Terry L. Wallace, for defendant-appellees. 


PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 


432 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


ABERNATHY v. SANDOZ CHEMICALS/CLARIANT CORP. 
No. 496P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 252 


Petition by defendants (Sandoz Chemicals/Clariant Corporation 
and The Travelers Insurance Company) for writ of certiorari to 
review the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 21 
November 2002. Motion by plaintiff to deny petition for discretionary 
review dismissed as moot 21 November 2002. 


ALCHEMY COMMUNICATIONS CORP. v. PRESTON DEV. CO. 
No. 80P02 
Case below: 148 N.C. App. 219 


Petition by defendant (Flora Development) for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


ANDERSON v. ASSIMOS 
No. 621A01 
Case below: 146 N.C. App. 339 


Motion and amended motion by plaintiff to dismiss appeal and 
motion and amended motion by plaintiff to sanction appellants for 
failure to comply with the Rules of Appellate Procedure dismissed as 
moot 21 November 2002. Motion by amicus (North Carolina Academy 
of Trial Lawyers) for leave to submit affidavits dismissed as moot 21 
November 2002. Motions by defendants to strike (portions of plaintiff 
appellee’s brief), and to strike amicus curiae brief and attached 
appendix of the N.C. Academy of Trial Lawyers dismissed as moot 21 
November 2002. 


ANDREWS v. ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 
No. 349P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 713 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. Chief Justice Lake and Justice 
Martin recused. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


BEST v. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVS. 
No. 277A02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 882 


Petition by respondent for writ of supersedeas dismissed as moot 
and temporary stay dissolved 21 November 2002. 


BEST v. WAYNE MEM’L HOSP, INC. 
No. 69P02 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 628 


Motion by plaintiffs to dismiss the appeal for lack of substantial 
constitutional question allowed 21 November 2002. Petition by 
defendant (Douglas M. Russell, M.D.) for discretionary review pur- 
suant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


BUCHANAN v. WEBER 
No. 462P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 180 


Motion by defendant for temporary stay allowed 31 October 2002. 
Petition by defendant for writ of supersedeas denied 21 November 
2002 and temporary stay dissolved 21 November 2002. Petition by 
defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 
November 2002. 


BYRD v. ADAMS 
No. 503P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 460 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REView UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


CARTIN v. HARRISON 
No. 471P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 697 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


CONSECO FIN. SERVICING CORP. v. DEPENDABLE HOUSING, INC. 
No. 285P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 168 


Joint motion to withdraw petition for discretionary review 
allowed 19 November 2002. 


DAVIS v. GENERAL MOTORS 
No. 235P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 667 


Petition by plaintiff pro se for discretionary review pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSP. v. BLUE 
No. 40P02 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 596 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
(A-31 denied 21 November 2002. Petition by defendants for discre- 
tionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


DODDER v. YATES CONSTR. CO. 
No. 517P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 477 


Petition by plaintiffs for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


FUTRELL v. RESINALL CORP. 
No. 399A02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 456 


Motion by defendant for reconsideration of order granting dis- 
cretionary review denied 4 November 2002. 


GODFREY LUMBER CoO. v. HOWARD 
No. 486P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 738 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


HARRIS v. STAMEY 
No. 474P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 747 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


HERRING v. KEASLER 
No. 341P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 598 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


HILL v. TAYLOR 
No. 195P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 488 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


436 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


HUNT v. TENDER LOVING CARE HOME CARE AGENCY, INC. 

No. 548P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 266 

Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 
IN RE AMERICA 

No. 201P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 488 

Petition by respondent, Gloria America, for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. Petition by 
respondent, Roger America, Sr. for discretionary review pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 
IN RE APPEAL OF MAHARISHI SPIRITUAL CTR. OF AM. 

No. 506A02 

Case below: 152 N.C. App. 269 

Petition by appellant (Watauga County) for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 
IN RE KENNEDY 

No. 477P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 748 


Petition by respondents (Jerry Draughon and Irma Jo Draughon) 
for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 November 
2002. 


IN RE STRATTON 
No. 563P02 


Case below: 153 N.C. App. 428 


Petition by respondents, (Jack and Cathy Stratton) for writ of 
Supersedeas and motion for temporary stay denied 4 November 2002. 
Motions by Petitioner (Mecklenburg County Department of Social 
Services) and Guardian ad litem to dismiss the appeal by respondents 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 437 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


(Jack and Cathy Stratton) for lack of substantial constitutional ques- 
tion allowed 21 November 2002. Petition by respondents (Jack and 
Cathy Stratton) for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 21 November 2002. Motion by respondents (Jack and Cathy 
Stratton) to reconsider denial of writ of supersedeas and motion for 
temporary stay dismissed 21 November 2002. 
JOHNSON v. SOUTHERN TIRE SALES AND SERV. 

No. 514A02 

Case below: 152 N.C. App. 323 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addition to those 
presented as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the Court of 
Appeals denied 21 November 2002. 

KANIPE v. LANE UPHOLSTERY 

No. 4385P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 478 


Petition with supporting affidavits by defendants for reconsider- 
ation of the petition to this Court for review of the decision of the 
North Carolina Court of Appeals dismissed 21 November 2002. 
LOVELACE v. CITY OF SHELBY 

No. 559P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 378 

Petition by defendant (City of Shelby) for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 

McDONALD v. SKEEN 
No. 473P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 228 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 9 October 2002. Conditional petition by plaintiff for dis- 
cretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 29 
October 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


McKYER v. McKYER 
No. 505P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 477 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G:S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


MIDGETT v. N.C. DEP’T OF TRANSP. 
No. 5387P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 666 


Petition by plaintiff for writ of certiorari to review the decision of 
the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 21 November 2002. 


N.C. INS. GUAR. ASS’N v. INTERNATIONAL PAPER CO. 
No. 484P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 224 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


NIX v. COLLINS & AIKMAN CO. 
No. 438A02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 438 


Motion by plaintiff (Joint) to withdraw appeal allowed 21 
November 2002. 


PINNEY v. STATE FARM MUT. INS. CO. 
No. 600P01 
Case below: 146 N.C. App. 248 


Petition by plaintiffs for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. Conditional petition by defend- 
ants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 
November 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


PITT & GREENE ELEC. MEMBERSHIP CORP. v. RASBERRY 
No. 558P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 200 


Motion by plaintiff to withdraw petition allowed 12 November 
2002. 


PITTS v. AMERICAN SEC. INS. 
No. 369PA01 
Case below: 356 N.C. 292 


Motion by defendants (American Security Insurance Company 
and Standard Guaranty Insurance Company) for reconsideration pur- 
suant to Appellate Rule 2 denied 14 November 2002. Motion by 
defendant (Wachovia Bank of North Carolina, N.A.) for reconsidera- 
tion pursuant to Rule 2 denied 14 November 2002. 


STATE v. BOWIE 
No. 50A93-2 
Case below: Catawba County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order of 
the Superior Court, Catawba County, denied 21 November 2002. 


STATE v. BRACEY 
No. 465P02 
Case below: 151.N.C. App. 749 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


STATE v. BUCKNER 
No. 444A93-3 
Case below: Gaston County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order of 
the Superior Court, Gaston County, denied 21 November 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. CARVER 
No. 518P02 
Case below: 146 N.C. App. 447 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 21 November 2002. 


STATE v. COLT 
No. 547P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 324 
Motion by defendant for temporary stay denied 31 October 2002. 


STATE v. GANT 
No. 586P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 136 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


STATE v. GREEN 
No. 529P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 719 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 21 November 2002. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 21 November 2002. 


STATE v. JOHNSON 
No. 70P02 
Case below: 148 N.C. App. 217 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. KEMP 

No. 567P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 231 

Petition by defendant (Edward Earl McDowell) for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S, 7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 
STATE v. KEYS 

No. 575P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 525 

Petition by defendant pro se for discretionary review pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 
STATE v. LAWRENCE 

No. 585A97-2 

Case below: Harnett County Superior Court 

Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order of 
the Superior Court, Harnett County, denied 21 November 2002. 
STATE v. LEGRANDE 

No. 327P02-6 

Case below: Stanly County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
order of the Superior Court, Stanly County, denied 21 November 
2002. Petition by defendant pro se for rehearing on discretionary 
review of order denying defendant’s motion for appropriate relief 
denied 21 November 2002. 


STATE v. LIPPARD 
No. 5383P02 


Case below: 152 N.C. App. 564 


Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 21 November 2002. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 21 November 2002. Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


to review the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 
21 November 2002. 


STATE v. MCRAE 
No. 540P02 
Case below: 126 N.C. App. 227 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 21 November 
2002. 


STATE v. MOSES 
No. 574A97-2 
Case below: Forsyth County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order of 
the Superior Court, Forsyth County denied 21 November 2002. 


STATE v. MURPHY 

No. 487P02 

Case below: 152 N.C. App. 335 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 
STATE v. PHILLIPS 

No. 501A02 

Case below: 152 N.C. App. 679 

Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 21 November 2002. 
STATE v. PIMENTAL 

No. 538P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 69 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. SCOTT 
No. 351P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 442 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial question allowed 21 November 2002. Petition by defend- 
ant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 
November 2002. Petition by the Attorney General for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


STATE v. SCOTT 
No. 508P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 750 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 21 November 
2002. 


STATE v. SIRACUSA 
No. 573P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 441 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 21 November 
2002. 


STATE v. SMITH 
No. 572P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 202 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 21 November 
2002. 


STATE v. SMITH 
No. 593P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 813 


Motion by plaintiff (State) for temporary stay allowed 21 
November 2002. 


A44 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. WADDELL 
No. 557P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 202 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 21 November 2002. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 21 November 2002. 


STATE v. WILLIAMS 
No. 264A90-6 
Case below: Wayne County Superior Court 


Petition by Attorney General for writ of certiorari to review the 
order of the Superior Court, Wayne County, allowed 21 November 
2002. Justice Butterfield recused. 


STATE v. WILLIAMS 
No. 521PA02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 192 


Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas allowed 21 
November 2002. Petition by Attorney General for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 allowed 21 November 2002 as to issue 
number II only: “Did the indictment in this case sufficiently set 
forth the elements of the felony offense of habitual misdemeanor 
assault?” 


STEEVES v. SCOTLAND CTY. BD. OF HEALTH 
No. 551P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 400 


Motion by respondents for temporary stay allowed 24 October 
2002. Petition by respondents for writ of supersedeas denied and 
temporary stay dissolved 21 November 2002. Petition by respondents 
for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 21 November 
2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


TGC DEV. CO. v. AEGEAN LAND CO. 
No. 520P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 602 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. 


VAUGHN v. CVS REVCO D.S., INC. 
No. 641P01 
Case below: 146 N.C. App. 751 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to GS. 
7A-31 denied 21 November 2002. Conditional petition by plaintiff for 
discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 21 
November 2002. 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT 


STATE v. KEMMERLIN 
[356 N.C. 446 (2002)] 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. CHRISTENE KNAPP KEMMERLIN 


No. 182A01 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


Confessions and Incriminating Statements— motion to 
suppress—no formal arrest—no restraint on movement 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree capital murder 
prosecution by denying defendant’s motion to suppress-her state- 
ment given to SBI special agents during an interview on 25 March 
1999 even though defendant contends the conditions of the inter- 
view constituted a restraint on her freedom of movement to the 
degree associated with a formal arrest, because: (1) defendant 
was advised before the interview began that she was not under 
arrest and could leave at any time, and defendant admitted that 
she understood these instructions; (2) at no time during the inter- 
view was defendant restrained in her freedom of movement; (8) 
defendant was given ample opportunity to interrupt the inter- 
view to get something to eat or drink or to use the bathroom, but 
declined to do so; and (4) at the conclusion of the interview, 
defendant was not guarded by law enforcement officers but 
instead was allowed to move freely throughout the sheriff’s 
department. 


. Confessions and Incriminating Statements— motion to 


suppress—handwritten statement—voluntariness 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree capital murder 
prosecution by denying defendant’s motion to suppress her hand- 
written statement resulting from the interview contemporaneous 
with her arrest on 26 March 1999 even though defendant con- 
tends it was simply another version of her 25 March 1999 state- 
ment that allegedly should have been suppressed, because: (1) 
even though it was a mere reduction to writing by an officer of 
defendant’s earlier statement on 25 March 1999, it was admissible 
just as the 25 March 1999 statement was admissible; (2) the total- 
ity of the circumstances demonstrated that the handwritten 
statement was made voluntarily when defendant was advised of 
her Miranda rights and chose to waive them, at no point in time 
was defendant threatened or coerced, defendant never indicated 
that she was tired or wished to terminate the interview nor did 
she request the assistance of counsel, and defendant was not 
interrogated further although she remained at the sheriff’s 
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department following the conclusion of her confession; and (3) 
defendant failed to reveal how she suffered any prejudice by the 
admission of both the 25 March and 26 March statements. 


. Jury— selection—capital trial—consideration of life sen- 
tence—bias 


The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a first-degree 
capital murder prosecution by preventing defendant from explor- 
ing whether a prospective juror could consider a life sentence for 
premeditated murder given her personal knowledge of early 
release from life sentences for murder, because: (1) the trial 
court verified that all prospective jurors could and would impar- 
tially consider the evidence regarding mitigating and aggravating 
circumstances; (2) defendant was allowed to ask prospective 
jurors if they understood that some first-degree murders do not 
deserve the death penalty; (8) the pertinent prospective juror 
informed the court that she understood that not all first-degree 
murders merit death, she did not feel that her prior associations 
with murder would affect her ability to be fair and impartial in 
defendant’s case, and she would not automatically vote for the 
death penalty upon conviction; and (4) the trial court’s jury 
instructions during the penalty phase sufficiently cured any 
potential misconception regarding life imprisonment without 
parole. 


. Jury— selection—capital trial—excusal for cause—views 
on capital punishment—rehabilitation of juror 


The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a first-degree 
capital murder prosecution by excusing for cause three prospec- 
tive jurors on the grounds that each would be unable to return a 
sentence of death and by denying defendant's request to rehabil- 
itate two of those prospective jurors, because: (1) a defendant 
may not rehabilitate a juror who has expressed unequivocal 
opposition to the death penalty in response to questions pro- 
pounded by the prosecutor and the sentencing court; (2) a 
prospective juror is properly excused for cause when his answers 
on voir dire concerning his attitudes toward the death penalty, 
although equivocal, show when considered contextually that 
regardless of the evidence he would not vote to convict defend- 
ant if conviction meant the imposition of the death penalty; and 
(3) based on its own observations, the trial court found one of the 
prospective jurors was emotional and believed that the court felt 
she was lying, and that the prospective juror was uncertain about 
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her ability to refrain from allowing her personal views to affect 
her responsibilities as a juror. 


. Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—defendant’s 


confession 


The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder 
prosecution by failing to intervene ex mero motu to prohibit the 
prosecutor’s statements during closing arguments that the jury 
would not have heard defendant’s confession unless the trial 
court had determined it was properly taken and reliable, because: 
(1) the prosecutor simply reminded the jury that no evidence 
could be presented to them without a determination that it was 
proper for them to hear, and whether the statement was trust- 
worthy and credible remained a fact for the jury to decide; 
and (2) defendant has failed to show how the prosecutor’s com- 
ments infected the trial with unfairness rendering the conviction 
fundamentally unfair. 


. Robbery— dangerous weapon—motion to dismiss—suffi- 


ciency of evidence—intent to deprive 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree capital murder 
case by denying defendant’s motion to dismiss the charge of rob- 
bery with a dangerous weapon based on alleged insufficient evi- 
dence of the element of intent to deprive, because viewed in the 
light most favorable to the State the evidence showed that: (1) 
defendant and a coparticipant conspired to make the crime scene 
look like a robbery, and the coparticipant drove off in the victim’s 
truck after killing defendant’s husband and abandoned the vehi- 
cle three miles from defendant’s residence; (2) abandonment of a 
vehicle, regardless of how near the abandonment is to the scene 
of the crime, places it beyond a defendant’s power to return the 
property and shows a total indifference as to whether the owner 
ever recovers it; and (3) the evidence that the coparticipant took 
the vehicle and subsequently abandoned it near the crime scene 
was sufficient to show an intent to permanently deprive the vic- 
tim of his property. 


. Constitutional Law— double jeopardy—first-degree mur- 


der by acting in concert—solicitation to commit murder— 
conspiracy to commit murder—not a lesser-included 
offense 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree capital murder 
case by failing to vacate the convictions of solicitation to commit 
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murder and conspiracy to commit murder even though defendant 
asserts that both convictions merge with the conviction for first- 
degree murder by acting in concert and that punishment for both 
crimes allegedly violates double jeopardy, because: (1) the crime 
of solicitation requires counseling, enticing, or inducing another 
to commit a crime whereas this element is not required for acting 
in concert; (2) acting in concert requires actual or constructive 
presence at the crime which is not an element present in the def- 
inition of solicitation; (3) regarding defendant’s contention that 
her conspiracy conviction also merged based on her allegation 
that her presence at the scene of the murder was incidental and 
unnecessary, defendant was not. only present at the scene of the 
murder but she also let the coparticipant into her home knowing 
he was going to kill her husband and she also brought her hus- 
band into the room where he would be killed; (4) conspiracy is a 
separate offense from the substantive offense and therefore does 
not merge into the substantive offense; and (5) the requirement 
of an agreement which is an element of conspiracy is not a nec- 
essary element for murder by acting in concert. 


. Sentencing— capital—mitigating circumstances—accom- 
plice or accessory with minor participation 

The trial court did not err in a first-degree capital mur- 
der prosecution by failing to instruct the jury on the N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000 (f)(4) mitigating circumstance that defendant was an 
accomplice in or accessory to the capital felony committed by 
another person and her participation was. relatively minor, 
because defendant has not met her burden of producing substan- 
tial evidence to warrant its submission. 


. Sentencing— capital—mitigating circumstances—impaired 
capacity to appreciate criminality of conduct—inability to 
conform conduct to law 

The trial court did not err in a first-degree capital murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by failing to instruct the jury on the N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000 (f)(6) mitigating circumstance that defendant’s capac- 
ity to appreciate the criminality of her conduct or to conform her 
conduct to the requirements of the law was impaired, because: 
(1) defendant’s own expert testified that her mental or emotional 
disturbance did not prevent defendant from appreciating the 
criminality of her conduct and from controlling her conduct as 
required by law; and (2) defendant failed to offer any other sub- 
stantial evidence of this circumstance. 


450 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


STATE v. KEMMERLIN 
[356 N.C. 446 (2002)] 


10. Criminal Law— capital sentencing—prosecutor’s improper 
questions and argument—right to jury trial—right not to 
testify—curative actions by court 


The trial court took sufficient action to cure any possible 
prejudice from the prosecutor’s comments on defendant’s exer- 
cise of her right to a jury trial and her right not to testify while 
questioning defendant during a capital sentencing proceeding 
where the court identified the questions that were allegedly 
improper, instructed the jury on defendant's right to plead not 
guilty and told the jury that questions pertaining to this right 
could not be considered, and instructed the jury that defendant’s 
exercise of her right not to testify could not be held against her. 
Furthermore, assuming arguendo that the prosecutor’s jury argu- 
ment in the capital sentencing proceeding contained improper 
references to defendant’s exercise of her constitutional rights to 
plead not guilty and to not testify in the guilt-innocence phase, 
any possible prejudice was cured when the trial court ordered the 
remarks stricken from the record and instructed the jury that it 
“could not consider that argument as it relates to some issue on 
defendant’s constitutional right,” and any error would be harm- 
less beyond a reasonable doubt because the jury had already 
found defendant guilty of first-degree murder, and the remarks do 
not refer to any aggravating circumstances proffered by the State 
or mitigating circumstances proffered by defendant. 


11. Sentencing— death penalty—disproportionate 


The trial court erred in a first-degree capital murder prosecu- 
tion by sentencing defendant to the death penalty based on the 
fact that this crime does not rise to the level of those murder 
cases in which the death sentence has been found proportionate 
under N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(d)(2), and defendant is sentenced to 
life imprisonment without parole because: (1) the evidence sup- 
porting the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(6) aggravating circumstance 
that the murder was committed for pecuniary gain was weak; (2) 
defendant considered stopping the murder immediately prior to 
its occurrence; (3) defendant’s codefendant received a life sen- 
tence without parole; and (4) the jury found three statutory 
mitigating circumstances and three nonstatutory mitigating 
circumstances. 


Appeal as of right pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-27(a) from a judg- 
ment imposing a sentence of death entered by Frye, J., on 17 October 
2000 in Superior Court, Rockingham County, upon a jury verdict find- 
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ing defendant guilty of first-degree murder. On 6 August 2001, the 
Supreme Court allowed defendant’s motion to bypass the Court of 
Appeals as to her appeal of additional judgments. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 9 September 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by David Roy Blackwell, Special 
Deputy Attorney General, for the State. 


Kathryn L. VandenBerg for defendant-appellant. 


WAINWRIGHT, Justice. 


On 5 April 1999, Christene Knapp Kemmerlin (defendant) was 
indicted for the first-degree murder of her husband, Donald Wayne 
Kemmerlin; for conspiracy to commit murder; for solicitation to com- 
mit murder; and for robbery with a dangerous weapon. Defendant 
was tried capitally before a jury at the 18 September 2000 session of 
Superior Court, Rockingham County. The jury found defendant guilty 
of all charges. Following a capital sentencing proceeding, the jury 
recommended a sentence of death for the first-degree murder, and 
the trial court entered judgment in accordance with that recommen- 
dation. The trial court also sentenced defendant to consecutive sen- 
tences for the other convictions. For the reasons discussed herein, 
we conclude that the pre-trial issue, jury selection, guilt-innocence 
phase, and sentencing proceeding were free of prejudicial error but 
that the death sentence was disproportionate. 


Evidence presented at trial showed that defendant and her hus- 
band rented a house from Charles A. Davis at 619 Madison Street in 
Reidsville, North Carolina. Davis lived near the Kemmerlins, at 625 
Madison Street. At around 8:00 p.m. on 24 March 1999, defendant ran 
into Davis’ trailer screaming that Wayne had been shot. Davis 
directed defendant to use his phone to call 911. Davis eventually took 
over the 911 call, and defendant returned to her home on foot. Davis 
completed the 911 call and drove to the Kemmerlin house. 


Once inside the home, Davis observed Wayne Kemmerlin lying 
flat on his back on the floor. Davis checked for a pulse but could find 
none. Defendant called 911 a second time. 


Sergeant Darryl M. Crowder of the Rockingham County Sheriff's 
Department was the first to respond to the scene at 8:13 p.m. After 
checking the residence to make sure no one else was present, 
Sergeant Crowder examined the body and found three to four gun- 
shot wounds in the lower abdomen and one gunshot wound to the 
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right forearm. Defendant told Sergeant Crowder that a black male 
had shot her husband. She described the shooter as five foot ten 
inches tall, with a close-cut haircut and large lips. Defendant said the 
shooter was wearing a blue puffy coat and blue jeans. Defendant told 
Sergeant Crowder that she did not know the man. 


According to defendant, the black male had come to the door and 
asked to use the phone because his car broke down. Defendant let 
the man in and went to get her husband. Defendant returned to the 
laundry room where she had been washing clothes. She heard the 
black male ask her husband what he owed him for using the phone. 
She then heard her husband say “No” at least twice. At that point, she 
heard shots fired and ran to Davis’ home for help. 


Sergeant Crowder found a ski mask in the kitchen but noted no 
signs of a struggle. Sergeant Crowder learned that the victim’s com- 
pany truck was missing from the scene. This truck was recovered a 
few hours later, having been abandoned approximately three to four 
miles from the Kemmerlin residence. 


EMS personnel arrived shortly after Sergeant Crowder. 
Defendant asked one of the EMS paramedics if her husband was 
“going to make it.” Although the body was still warm, the victim was 
not breathing, had no pulse, and appeared lifeless. CPR was adminis- 
tered but was unsuccessful. 


Betty Jo Hurt, a nurse on duty in the emergency room at Annie 
Penn Hospital, was part of the team attempting to revive the victim. 
Despite their efforts, the victim was pronounced dead at 8:53 p.m. 
According to Hurt, defendant went to view the body and kept repeat- 
ing, “I shouldn't have let him in.” 


Associate Chief Medical Examiner Karen Chancellor performed 
an autopsy on the victim’s body on 25 March 1999. Doctor Chancellor 
concluded that gunshot wounds to the chest and back were the most 
likely cause of death. 


Also on 25 March 1999, the Sheriff's Department received a phone 
call from Cynthia Vaughn Loftis indicating that defendant should be a 
suspect in the murder investigation. Ms. Loftis was concerned that 
her son, Jerry Loftis, might be in danger because defendant had been 
looking for him and he owed defendant money. 


The police interviewed Jerry Loftis and learned that he had first 
met defendant through his girlfriend, Dori Gwynn, in the summer of 
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1998. Loftis admitted to beginning a sexual relationship with defend- 
ant at that time. In August 1998, upon learning that Loftis sold drugs, 
defendant gave Loftis money to buy drugs, sell them at a profit, and 
Share the profit with her. Defendant also gave Loftis one hundred 
methadone pills to sell for her. Loftis never gave defendant any of the 
profits from.the sale of drugs. 


Defendant told Loftis that her husband was verbally and physi- 
cally abusive to her. On several occasions, defendant asked Loftis if 
he knew someone who would kill her husband, Wayne, for the money 
she would receive from his insurance policy. Defendant told Loftis 
she would get $200,000 if Wayne was killed. When Loftis told defend- 
ant that he did know someone, defendant gave him $400.00 or $500.00 
and instructed Loftis that the murcler should be made to look like a 
robbery. Loftis, however, used the money to pay his bills and “party.” 


Defendant also asked Loftis himself about killing her husband. 
Additionally, she gave Loftis an assault rifle to sell and use the money 
to hire someone to kill her husband. In October 1998, Loftis was sent 
to prison, where he remained until late December 1998. When defend- 
ant learned that Loftis was out of prison, she began looking for him 
by contacting his friends and family members. 


Also on 25 March 1999, Special Agent David Hedgecock of the 
North Carolina State Bureau of Investigation (SBI) interviewed 
Loftis’ girlfriend, Dori Gwynn. Gwynn corroborated Loftis’ earlier 
statements and told police that defendant had offered Gwynn and 
Loftis $5,000 if they would kill defendant’s husband. 


Following his interview with Gwynn, Agent Hedgecock inter- 
viewed defendant at the Rockingham County Sheriff’s Department at 
7:50 p.m. Hedgecock advised defendant that she was not under arrest 
and could terminate the interview at any time. Defendant told 
Hedgecock that she understood she was free to leave at any time. 


Defendant began the interview by describing the events on the 
night her husband was killed, reiterating her earlier statement to 
police. The conversation then shifted to a discussion of defendant’s 
marriage. Defendant told Agent Hedgecock that Wayne had hit her 
only three times during the marriage but had pushed her and verbally 
abused her as well. According to defendant, Wayne would get drunk 
and force her to have sex with him. 


Agent Hedgecock asked defendant about her involvement with 
Jerry Loftis. Defendant acknowledged her sexual relationship with 
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Loftis but denied that Loftis had anything to do with Wayne’s death. 
Defendant then became visibly upset and began to cry. She told 
Hedgecock that the person who shot Wayne was a black male named 
“Antone” but that she did not know his last name. 


Defendant admitted to approaching Loftis about getting Wayne 
killed. Loftis told her he knew someone who would kill Wayne for 
$1,500. Defendant gave Loftis various amounts of money on several 
occasions, ultimately totaling $1,500. She raised $300.00 more 
because Loftis said he needed money to buy a gun. Defendant had no 
knowledge that Loftis ever tried to find someone to kill Wayne. Upon 
learning that Loftis was out of jail, defendant began looking for Loftis 
to get her money back. She thought Antone might know where Loftis 
was. Accordingly, she met with Antone and told him that she had 
given Loftis money to have Wayne killed and that Loftis had never 
done anything about it. Antone told defendant that he would find 
someone to kill Wayne. 


Sometime in March 1999, defendant, bruised from a beating 
Wayne had given her, went to Antone’s residence. Upon seeing the 
bruises, Antone became upset and told defendant to give him money 
to buy a gun and he would “handle it.” Defendant gave Antone 
$150.00 on 22 March 1999 to pay for a gun. 


Defendant and Antone agreed that Antone would kill Wayne the 
following evening, 23 March 1999, while defendant attended a candle 
party. Antone did not kill Wayne as planned but told defendant on 24 
March 1999 that he would kill Wayne that night. 


At around 5:45 p.m. on 24 March 1999, defendant paged Antone 
and told him she would be leaving work in about fifteen minutes. 
Defendant left work as planned and picked up Antone. Defendant 
dropped Antone off near a pawnshop and went to a tanning salon. 
After her tanning appointment, defendant drove to the Texaco station 
on Harrison Street in Reidsville, where she and Antone had planned 
to meet. Defendant dropped Antone off at a business near her house 
at 7:10 p.m. before driving home. 


After a brief conversation with her husband, defendant began 
doing laundry. A short time later, the doorbell rang, and defendant 
answered it to find Antone standing there. Defendant told Antone, 
“No, this ain’t going to work.” Antone, however, continued to follow 
the plan and asked to use the phone because his car had broken 
down. Defendant told investigators that the rest of the events were 
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the same as she had initially described. The primary differences were: 
she admitted (1) that she knew the previously unidentified black 
male; (2) that she was involved in the events leading up to her hus- 
band’s shooting; and (3) that after the shooting, she knelt beside 
Wayne's body and told him, “I’m sorry.” Defendant, crying, told the 
investigators, “I can’t believe I did it.” Defendant told the investiga- 
tors that she did not know that Antone was going to rob Wayne and 
that she had not spoken with Antone since the shooting. 


During the interview, Agent Hedgecock asked defendant several 
times if she needed to use the bathroom or wanted anything to drink. 
Defendant was offered several breaks but declined. Defendant’s 
interview concluded at 10:00 p.m. 


Following the interview, defendant remained at the police 
station, and at 5:31 a.m. on 26 March 1999, Agent Hedgecock met 
with defendant again. Hedgecock informed defendant that she 
was under arrest for the murder of her husband and advised her 
of her rights. Defendant later led police to a residence where they 
could find Antone, who was subsequently identified as William 
Antone Johnson. 


PRE-TRIAL ISSUE 


[1] In her first assignment of error, defendant contends that the trial 
court erred in denying her motion to suppress the statement given to 
SBI special agents on 25 March 1999. Defendant argues the condi- 
tions of the interview constituted a restraint on her freedom of move- 
ment to the degree associated with formal arrest. Defendant addi- 
tionally argues the trial court erred in admitting her 26 March 1999 
statement as the product of the 25 March 1999 statement. 


First, defendant argues her 25 March 1999 statement to SBI 
agents was given while she was in custody and should therefore have 
been suppressed because she was not given Miranda warnings. 
Defendant did not testify at the suppression hearing but presented an 
affidavit in support of her motion. Defendant alleged that the inter- 
viewer physically touched her with his hand and knees and otherwise 
crowded her. Defendant further alleged that she was denied permis- 
sion to talk to her father and believed she was unable to freely leave. 


At the suppression hearing, the State presented the testimony of 
SBI Special Agent David Hedgecock. Agent Hedgecock testified that 
he and Agent Peters began their interview of defendant at 7:50 p.m. 
on 25 March 1999 in a small interview room at the Rockingham 
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County Sheriff’s Department. Agent Peters sat behind a desk taking 
notes, while Hedgecock and defendant sat face-to-face in chairs in 
front of the desk. Agent Hedgecock began the interview by informing 
defendant that she was not under arrest, was free to terminate the 
interview at any point, and could leave the Sheriff's Department at 
any time she wished. Defendant told Agent Hedgecock that she 
understood. The interview room was not large. At some point during 
the interview, Agent Hedgecock’s knees touched defendant’s knees 
and he placed a hand on her shoulder to comfort her. 


Agent Hedgecock further testified that he asked defendant sev- 
eral times if she wanted anything to drink or needed to use the bath- 
room. Defendant declined to take any breaks during the interview. 
The interview lasted a little over two hours and concluded at 10:00 
p.m. At the end of the interview, Agent Hedgecock asked defendant if 
she would like to be with her father, who had accompanied her to the 
station for the interview. Defendant declined, whereupon Agents 
Hedgecock and Peters left the room to consult with other officers. 
Defendant was not placed under arrest at this time, nor was a deputy 
assigned to stand guard over her. Agent Hedgecock later observed 
defendant smoking a cigarette while standing with her father in 
another part of the building, again not guarded by a deputy. 
Defendant was not formally placed under arrest until 5:31 a.m. on 26 
March 1999, at which time she was advised of her Miranda rights. 
The trial court concluded as a matter of law that “defendant was 
not in custody at the time the defendant made an oral confession 
to the agents implicating her in the conspiracy and murder of her 
husband.” 


Whether an interrogation is conducted while a person is in cus- 
tody requires the trial court to reach a conclusion of law, which is 
fully reviewable by this Court. State v. Greene, 332 N.C. 565, 577, 422 
S.E.2d 730, 737 (1992). “ ‘[T]he trial court’s conclusions of law must 
be legally correct, reflecting a correct application of applicable legal 
principles to the facts found.’ ” State v. Golphin, 352 N.C. 364, 409, 
533 S.E.2d 168, 201 (2000) (quoting State v. Fernandez, 346 N.C. 1, 11, 
484 §.E.2d 350, 357 (1997)), cert. denied, 532 U.S. 931, 149 L. Ed. 2d 
305 (2001). 


In determining whether an individual is in custody, this Court 
decides, based on the totality of circumstances, whether there was a 
“formal arrest or restraint on freedom of movement” of the degree 
associated with a formal arrest. Oregon v. Mathiason, 429 U.S. 492, 
495, 50 L. Ed. 2d 714, 719 (1977), quoted in State v. Hoyle, 325 N.C. 
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232, 241, 382 S.E.2d 752, 756 (1989); see also State v. Gaines, 345 N.C. 
647, 662, 483 S.E.2d 396, 405 (“[T]he definitive inquiry is whether 
there was a formal arrest or a restraint on freedom of movement of 
the degree associated with a formal arrest.”), cert. denied, 522 U.S. 
900, 1389 L. Ed. 2d 177 (1997). In the present case, defendant was 
advised before the interview began that she was not under arrest and 
could leave at any time. At the time these instructions were given to 
her, defendant, by her own admission, understood them. At no time 
during the interview was defendant restrained in her freedom of 
movement. She had ample opportunity to interrupt the interview to 
get something to eat or drink, or to use the bathroom, but declined to 
do so. Moreover, at the conclusion of the interview, defendant was 
not guarded by law enforcement officers but instead was allowed to 
move freely throughout the Sheriff’s Department. We therefore find 
no error in the trial court’s conclusion that defendant was not in 
custody at the time of her oral statement to investigators on 25 
March 1999. 


[2] Defendant also argues that the handwritten statement resulting 
from the interview contemporaneous with her arrest on 26 March 
1999 should have been suppressed along with the 25 March 1999 
statement, because it was simply another version of the 25 March 
1999 statement that defendant contends should have been sup- 
pressed. We agree that this statement was a mere reduction to writ- 
ing by Agent Hedgecock of defendant’s earlier statement, with a few 
minor modifications. However, because we have determined that the 
25 March 1999 statement was properly admitted, we similarly con- 
clude the handwritten statement was admissible. 


Defendant additionally contends that the handwritten statement 
was involuntary. Defendant concedes that the trial court found as 
fact in the suppression hearing that defendant never indicated that 
she was tired or under duress, never refused to answer any of Agent 
Hedgecock’s questions, and never requested a lawyer. Nonetheless, 
defendant asserts that the trial court’s findings were incomplete 
because they contained no findings as to: (1) the length of time 
defendant had been without sleep, (2) the length of time she had been 
either waiting or under interrogation at the Sheriff’s Department, and 
(3) her experience with the criminal justice system. Defendant fur- 
ther notes that the trial court failed to explicitly conclude that the 
statement was voluntary. 


A trial court’s conclusion regarding the voluntariness of a defend- 
ant’s statement is fully reviewable on appeal. State v. Hardy, 339 N.C. 
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207, 222, 451 S.E.2d 600, 608 (1994). Upon review, this Court consid- 
ers the totality of the circumstances. Jd. The defendant’s familiarity 
with the criminal justice system, length of interrogation, and amount 
of time without sleep are merely a few of many factors to be consid- 
ered. Jd. Other considerations include whether defendant was in cus- 
tody, whether her Miranda rights were violated, whether she was 
held incommunicado, whether there were threats of violence, 
whether promises were made to obtain the confession, the age and 
mental condition of defendant, and whether defendant had been 
deprived of food. State v. Hyde, 352 N.C. 37, 45, 5380 S.E.2d 281, 288 
(2000), cert. denied, 531 U.S. 1114, 148 L. Ed. 2d 775 (2001); State v. 
Patterson, 146 N.C. App. 1138, 1238, 552 S.E.2d 246, 254, disc. rev. 
denied, 354 N.C. 578, 559 S.E.2d 548 (2001). The presence or absence 
of any one of these factors is not determinative. State v. Barlow, 330 
N.C. 133, 141, 409 S.E.2d 906, 911 (1991). 


In the present case, the totality of the circumstances clearly 
demonstrates that the handwritten statement was made voluntarily. 
Defendant was advised of her Miranda rights and chose to waive 
them. At no point in time was defendant threatened or coerced. 
Defendant never indicated that she was tired or wished to terminate 
the interview, nor did she request the assistance of counsel. Although 
she remained at the Sheriff's Department following the conclusion of 
her confession, defendant was never interrogated further. Indeed, the 
record reveals she had no contact with investigators from the con- 
clusion of her interview at 10:00 p.m. until the time she was arrested 
at 5:31 a.m. the next day. 


We further note that while the trial court did not explicitly find 
that the handwritten statement was made voluntarily, the court did 
find that defendant “freely, knowingly, and voluntarily waived” her 
Miranda rights. The trial court further found that defendant’s hand- 
written statement, made after the Miranda warnings, “[did] not vio- 
late her constitutional right of the United States [Jor the North 
Carolina constitution.” We conclude that the trial court properly 
found that defendant's handwritten statement was voluntary. 


In the alternative, defendant contends that if the handwritten 
statement made on 26 March 1999 was properly admitted, the ad- 
mission of her earlier statement on 25 March 1999 was prejudicial. 
Defendant alleges that subtle differences in the two state- 
ments affected the jury’s specific findings, as well as their overall 
impression of defendant. As her only example, defendant points to 
statements concerning spousal abuse. Defendant notes that the 25 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 459 


STATE v. KEMMERLIN 
[356 N.C. 446 (2002)] 


March 1999 statement revealed that Wayne had hit defendant 
only three times during their marriage. The 26 March 1999 state- 
ment reads: “[M]y present husband Wayne Kemmerlin was also 
physically, verbally, and sometimes sexually abusive to me. He 
sometimes pushed me, or hit me in the face, and often made me have 
sex with him when he was drunk.” According to defendant, if 
even one juror had believed her contention that spousal abuse, not 
pecuniary gain, motivated the killing, she would not have received a 
death sentence. 


We note that the trial court admitted into evidence both the 25 
March and the 26 March statements. Additionally, defendant testified 
at the sentencing proceeding in greater detail concerning the alleged 
physical and sexual abuse. The jurors were given several opportuni- 
ties to hear evidence concerning spousal abuse and were able to 
make their own conclusions based on all of the evidence. We fail to 
see how defendant suffered any prejudice on this issue. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 
JURY SELECTION 


[3] By assignment of error, defendant argues that the trial court 
erred in preventing defendant from exploring whether a prospective 
juror could consider a life sentence for premeditated murder given 
her personal knowledge of early release from life sentences for mur- 
der. Defendant contends that she was unable to adequately inquire 
into a potential bias from the juror’s prior associations with two mur- 
ders in which the defendants were released early. Defendant further 
argues that the trial court’s refusal to allow her to question the 
prospective juror and to clarify the law deprived all prospective 
jurors of relevant and essential information necessary for a reliable 
sentencing determination, thereby creating risk of the arbitrary and 
capricious imposition of the death penalty. We find no error in the 
trial court’s actions. 


During voir dire, prospective juror Crystal Scales related prior 
associations with two separate murders in which the defendant was 
released after serving only a few years. Prospective juror Scales 
informed the court that her aunt had been murdered by the aunt’s 
husband, who served only a few years in jail. Scales told the court 
that she did not believe the husband should have received the death 
penalty but “was in shock when he got out so soon.” In addition, 
when prospective juror Scales was a teenager, a close friend was 
murdered. Scales informed the court that she felt at the time that the 
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murderer should have received the death penalty, but the murderer 
instead served less than five years. 


Defendant attempted to ask prospective juror Scales if she under- 
stood what life imprisonment without the possibility of parole meant 
but was overruled by the trial court. Scales was ultimately passed by 
all counsel and sat on the jury. Defendant now contends that prospec- 
tive juror Scales was not adequately examined by the trial court as to 
her ability to be an impartial juror in this case. 


Trial judges are permitted broad discretion in regulating jury voir 
dire. State v. Artis, 325 N.C. 278, 295, 384 S.E.2d 470, 479 (1989), sen- 
tence vacated on other grounds, 494 U.S. 1023, 108 L. Ed. 2d 604 
(1990); State v. Johnson, 317 N.C. 343, 382, 346 S.E.2d 596, 618 
(1986). To demonstrate reversible error, a defendant must show that 
the court abused its discretion in regulating jury selection and that 
the defendant was prejudiced thereby. State v. Soyars, 332 N.C. 47, 
56, 418 S.E.2d 480, 486 (1992). 


During voir dire, “the subject of parole eligibility and the mean- 
ing of ‘life imprisonment’ are irrelevant to the issues to be determined 
during the sentencing proceeding.” State v. Lee, 335 N.C. 244, 268, 439 
S.E.2d 547, 559, cert. denied, 513 U.S. 891, 180 L. Ed. 2d 162 (1994), 
see also State v. McNeil, 324 N.C. 33, 44, 375 S.E.2d 909, 916 (1989), 
sentence vacated on other grounds, 494 U.S. 1050, 108 L. Ed. 2d 756 
(1990). Accordingly, we have found no abuse of discretion where trial 
courts refuse to allow defendants to question prospective jurors con- 
cerning misconceptions about parole. Lee, 335 N.C. at 268, 439 S.E.2d 
at 559; McNeil, 324 N.C. at 44, 375 S.E.2d at 916. 


AS was the case in Lee and McNeil, we find no abuse of discretion 
here in the trial court’s refusal to allow defendant to question 
prospective juror Scales. The trial court verified that all prospective 
jurors, including Scales, could and would impartially consider the 
evidence regarding mitigating and aggravating circumstances. 
Additionally, defendant was allowed to ask the prospective jurors if 
they understood “that some first-degree murders don’t deserve the 
death penalty.” Prospective juror Scales also informed the court that 
(1) she understood that not all first-degree murders merit death, (2) 
she did not feel that her prior associations with murder would affect 
her ability to be fair and impartial in defendant’s case, and (3) she 
would not automatically vote for the death penalty upon conviction. 


Finally, during the penalty phase, the judge instructed the jury, of 
which Scales was a member, that upon a recommendation of a sen- 
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tence of life imprisonment, “the Court [would] impose a sentence of 
life imprisonment without parole.” This instruction sufficiently 
cures any potential misconception regarding life imprisonment 
held by prospective juror Scales. Similarly, the trial court’s instruc- 
tion also corrected any perceived prejudicial impression in the 
minds of other jurors who heard prospective juror Scales’ com- 
ments during voir dire. These instructions advised all jurors that life 
imprisonment without parole was an acceptable punishment for 
some first-degree murders and did not carry any opportunity for 
parole or early release. 


This assignment of error 1s overruled. 


[4] In her next assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred in excusing for cause prospective jurors Connie Williams, Mark 
Young, and Janet New on the grounds that each would be unable to 
return a sentence of death. Defendant further assigns error to the 
trial court’s denial of defendant’s request to rehabilitate prospective 
jurors Williams and Young. 


The proper standard for determining whether a prospective juror 
can be excluded for cause because of the juror’s views on capital pun- 
ishment is whether those views would “ ‘prevent or substantially 
impair the performance of his duties as a juror in accordance with his 
instructions and his oath.’ ” Wainwright v. Witt, 469 U.S. 412, 420, 83 
L. Ed. 2d 841, 849 (1985) (quoting Adams v. Texas, 448 U.S. 38, 45, 65 
L. Ed. 2d 581, 589 (1980)) (emphasis omitted); see also State v. 
Gregory, 340 N.C. 365, 394, 459 S.E.2d 638, 654 (1995), cert. denied, 
517 U.S. 1108, 134 L. Ed. 2d 478 (1996); State v. Syrianz, 333 N.C. 350, 
369, 428 S.E.2d 118, 128, cert. denied, 510 U.S. 948, 126 L. Ed. 2d 341 
(1993). Challenge for cause must be based on more than the prospec- 
tive juror’s “ ‘general objections to the death penalty or expressed 
conscientious or religious scruples against its infliction.’ ” Gregory, 
340 N.C. at 394, 459 S.E.2d at 654 (quoting Witherspoon v. Illinois, 
391 U.S. 510, 522, 20 L. Ed. 2d 776, 784-85 (1968)). 


However, “a prospective juror’s bias for or against the death 
penalty cannot always be proven with unmistakable clarity.” State v. 
Miller, 339 N.C. 663, 679, 455 S.E.2d 187, 145, cert. denied, 516 U.S. 
893, 1383 L. Ed. 2d 169 (1995). “[T{here will be situations where the 
trial judge is left with the definite impression that a prospective juror 
would be unable to faithfully and impartially apply the law.” 
Wainwright, 469 U.S. at 425-26, 83 L. Ed. 2d at 852. Consequently, we 
ordinarily “defer to the trial court’s judgment as to whether the 
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prospective juror could impartially follow the law.” State v. 
Morganherring, 350 N.C. 701, 726, 517 S.E.2d 622, 687 (1999), cert. 
denied, 529 U.S. 1024, 146 L. Ed. 2d 322 (2000). “The trial court’s deci- 
sion to excuse a juror is discretionary and will not be disturbed 
absent an abuse of discretion.” State v. Blakeney, 352 N.C. 287, 299, 
531 S8.E.2d 799, 810 (2000), cert. denied, 531 U.S. 1117, 148 L. Ed. 2d 
780 (2001). 


Additionally, trial courts should be accorded great deference in 
their refusal to permit rehabilitation of a prospective juror. State v. 
Cummings, 326 N.C. 298, 307, 389 S.E.2d 66, 71 (1990). “[A] defend- 
ant may not ‘rehabilitate a juror who has expressed unequivocal 
opposition to the death penalty in response to questions propounded 
by the prosecutor and the [sentencing] court.’” State v. Smith, 352 
N.C. 531, 545, 5382 S.E.2d 773, 783 (2000) (quoting Cummings, 326 
N.C. at 307, 389 S.E.2d at 71), cert. denied, 532 U.S. 949, 149 L. Ed. 2d 
360 (2001). 


In the present case, the prosecutor questioned prospective juror 
Williams as follows: 


Q. Miss Williams, you indicated you had beliefs regarding the 
death penalty one way or the other? 


A. I don’t feel that I could honestly put somebody to death. 
Q. How long have you held that belief? 
A. I’ve always felt that way. 


@. On account of those beliefs and feelings, would you return a 
sentence of death even though the State proved things required of 
it beyond a reasonable doubt? 


A. If it was beyond a reasonable doubt, then I probably could, 
but it would have to be very— 


Q. You understand, Ma’am, that in any criminal case that the 
State is prosecuting that our burden of proof is beyond a reason- 
able doubt? 


A. Right. 


Q. Now, are you saying that you would hold the State to a higher 
burden of proof which is the law of this state, beyond a reason- 
able doubt, because this is a death penalty case? 
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A. I would hate to make that judgment is what I’m saying in 
regard[] to a person. I could not make that judgment in regard|| 
to a living person. 


Q. With regard to the imposition of the death penalty? 
A. Right. 


Q. Would your views on the death penalty prevent or substan- 
tially impair the performance of your duties as a juror in accord- 
ance with the instructions given by the Court and your oath? 


A. No. 
Q. They would not? 
A. Right. 


Q. So, you would if the State proved what is required beyond a 
reasonable doubt, you’d be able to impose the death penalty? 


A. If you proved it beyond a reasonable doubt. 


Q. And would you hold the State to a higher burden as to erase 
all doubt in your mind? 


A. Id have to have it all erased. 


At this point, the prosecutor asked to excuse Williams for cause, and 
both the court and the prosecutor questioned her further: 


THE CourT: Let me ask you, Miss Williams, if you have your 
own definition of what reasonable doubt is and then you heard 
the Court’s definition of reasonable doubt. Would you set aside 
what your feelings are and what your definition is and follow the 
Court’s instructions? 


Miss WILLIAMS: Well, yes, I could do that. 


Q. Now, you have your own views on the death penalty? 
A. Yes, sir. 
@. And what are those views? | 


A. I believe in the death penalty. I feel like I’m contradicting 
myself. I do believe in the death penalty. I do feel like if you com- 
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mitted a crime and you were sentenced to that, I agree that there 
should be that type of punishment. I’m just saying for me to sit on 
a jury as a juror and decide whether somebody lived or died, I 
could not do that myself. 


Q. So, would it be fair to say that because of your feelings on 
the death penalty, regardless of the circumstances the State 
might prove to you, you would not vote in favor of the death 
penalty” 


A. I could not. 


@. And would your views of the death penalty prevent or sub- 
stantially impair the performance of your duties as a juror in 
accordance with the instructions and your oath? 


A. Yes, I guess it would. 
[PROSECUTOR]: I offer her for cause. 


THE Court: Tm going to ask you one more question. If it 
came time to pronounce the verdict that the defendant was to 
receive the death penalty, if it came to that point and you had to 
stand up by yourself with all the other jurors sitting there, could 
you say the defendant is to receive a sentence of death? 


MIss WILLIAMS: I could not do that. 


Similarly, prospective juror Young was questioned by the prose- 
cutor as follows, following an explanation of sentencing laws: 


@. Now knowing that, do you have any religious or moral objec- 
tions against the death penalty? 


A. Well, I agree it’s not right to kill someone. I’m not sure I agree 
that it’s any better for us to kill. 


@. Would your views impede or hinder your ability to return a 
verdict of death? 


A. It’s a possibility. 
Q. It’s a possibility? 
A. Uh-huh. 
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Q. Are you saying that no matter what the evidence or no matter 
what the circumstances present in this particular case that you 
would not be able to return a verdict of death if that were 
required under the law and the evidence that we presented? 


A. It would be a difficult one. 
@. Could you do it? 
A. I really don’t Know that. 


Q. Do you think you’d have the strength to come into the court- 
room if there was a unanimous decision of the jury that this 
defendant be sentenced to death and the other eleven are still sit- 
ting, as you are now, that you could stand up and say that she 
should be sentenced to death by yourself? 


A. I don’t think I could if it was required of me. 


Q. It wouldn’t be your decision only. Don’t misunderstand. 
Everyone else would have to stand up, but individually we’d have 
to go down the row. Could you do that? 


A. I don't think, at this point, I don’t think I could. 


@. Would you have to hear the evidence and the facts in the case 
before you could make a decision on that? 


A. I just don’t think that I would feel right with myself if I did 
personally. 


Q. Would your views on the death penalty that you stated a 
moment ago—I don’t want to put words in your mouth.—pre- 
vent or impair the duties of your performance as a juror in 
accordance with the instructions as given to you by his Honor 
and the oath as a juror? 


A. [ think it would impair. 


Prospective juror Young was then offered for cause, and the court 
inquired of him further as follows: 


THE Court: I’m going to go back. Let me ask you this: Are 
you saying that if you’re required to sit as a juror in this case and 
if the juror is required to make a sentence recommendation, that 
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you have because of your personal beliefs against the death 
penalty, that you’ve already made up your mind to vote for life 
without parole and against the death penalty no matter what the 
evidence showed? 


Mr. Youna: (No reply). 
THE Court: There is no right or wrong answer. 
Mr. Youna: Yeah. I think yeah. I think that’s true. 


THE Court: Okay, Let me ask you this: I take it, then, that 
due to your personal, moral, or religious beliefs that there are no 
circumstances under which you as a juror could ever consider 
voting in favor of a sentence of death? 


Mr. Younc: I would say so. 
THE Court: Is that a yes? 
Mr. Youna: Yes. Yes. 


THE CourT: So, then is your view in opposition to the death 
penalty such that it would prevent or substantially impair your 
ability to perform your sworn duties as a juror? 


Mr. YOUNG: Yes, sir. 


Finally, defendant argues prospective juror New should not 
have been excused for cause. New was questioned in part as 
follows: 


[PROSECUTOR]: And would you automatically vote against 
the sentence of death without any regard to any evidence that 
developed at trial? 


Miss NEw: I would not automatically do that, but it would be 
very hard for me to do that. | would not automatically do it. Like 
I said, I would do my duty. I would try to look at it as objectively 
as possible. 


{PROSECUTOR]: And if the defendant is convicted of first- 
degree murder, would you be able to consider as his Honor 
instructs you the death penalty under our law? 
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Miss NEw: I would be able to consider it. 


[PROSECUTOR]: Would you be able to consider, as his Honor 
instructs you, life imprisonment without parole under our law? 


Miss New: Yes. 


[PROSECUTOR]: And would you automatically vote for a 
sentence of life imprisonment without parole? 


Miss NEw: I would be inclined toward life.... 


Following the prosecutor’s first motion for cause, New was ques- 
tioned further by both the trial court and defense counsel: 


THE Court: Let me ask you this: Could you set aside 
whatever your personal beliefs are against it and follow the law 
as given you by the Court, listen to the arguments of counsel, 
and then listen to the evidence and make your decision based 
on that? 


Miss New: I would attempt to. To say that my personal beliefs 
would not filter in it, ’'m saying that that would not happen, but I 
would try. 


... IT mean, I feel the death penalty is wrong, but all I can do 
is try to consider it. I mean, I feel it’s wrong, but I'll try to do what 
I’m supposed to do. 


THE CourT: Yes, ma’am. 


(DEFENSE COUNSEL]: If the jury were to unanimously find that 
the defendant was guilty of first-degree murder, you understand, 
then you would go to a second phase? 


Miss New: Right. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: And after hearing certain evidence and 
hearing the law that the Judge tells you, he'll instruct you as to 
what the law is concerning capital punishment versus life impris- 
onment without parole. Um, do you believe that, that first the jury 
having found the defendant unanimously guilty, guilty of first- 
degree murder, if they do that, then going to the sentencing phase 
and listening to evidence and listening to the judge’s instructions, 
would you automatically vote against the death penalty simply 
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because of your belief in opposition to the death penalty? And, 
remember, there is no right or wrong answer. 


Miss New: I mean, I haven’t heard this situation on this 
case. I would be inclined to vote against the death penalty. I just 
don’t know. 


... I don't think I could put my personal feelings aside. I 
could try. I think it’s a very personal decision. I mean it’s a very 
personal decision to make about somebody and their life. 


Ultimately, the trial court excused prospective juror New for cause 
with the following comments: 


THE CourT: ... This juror is excused. That as a reason of con- 
science, regardless of the facts and circumstances, she'll be 
unable to render a verdict with respect to the charge in accord- 
ance with 15A-1212(b). 


Further her views concerning the death penalty would pre- 
vent or substantially impair her duty in the performance of a 
juror in accordance with the juror’s oath. 


Once prospective juror New was dismissed, the trial court made the 
following additional comments: 


THE Court: ... Just for the record, the Court will note that 
the Court observed the demeanor and responses to both the 
State’s inquiry, the Court’s inquiry, and the defendant’s inquiry, 
that the juror Miss New appeared to be emotional. I also inquired 
on the responses and could not tell from the Court’s questions or 
State[’s] and defendant’s questions, but she appeared that maybe 
[we] believed that she was lying and I told her that that was not 
the case. 


In light of that, her answers, that although her answers 
appeared to be equivocal, and ambiguous, the Court deter- 
mined that she would be excused for cause based on her views 
against the death penalty and notes the objection and exception 
on the record and excused the juror in accordance with the 
Court's findings. 


Defendant contends that prospective jurors Williams and Young 
gave ambiguous or conflicting responses that should have been 
clarified prior to the prospective jurors’ excusals. Defendant also 
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asserts that the prosecutor’s and the trial court’s questioning was 
insufficient to determine whether the jurors were qualified and 
asserts that defense counsel was entitled to further questioning. With 
regard to prospective juror New, defendant contends that the trial 
court incorrectly found she was unable to return a verdict of death 
given her views, as defendant contends that New gave acceptable 
answers to the death-qualification questions. Defendant therefore 
contends that the excusal of prospective jurors Williams, Young, and 
New violated defendant's constitutional right to a fair and impartial 
jury under the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United 
States Constitution. 


With regard to prospective jurors Williams and Young, we note 
that “[a] prospective juror is properly excused for cause when his 
answers on voir dire concerning his attitudes toward the death 
penalty, although equivocal, show when considered contextually that 
regardless of the evidence he would not vote to convict the defend- 
ant if conviction meant the imposition of the death penalty.” State v. 
Barfield, 298 N.C. 306, 324, 259 S.E.2d 510, 526 (1979), cert. denied, 
448 U.S. 907, 65 L. Ed. 2d 1137 (1980); see also State v. Simmons, 286 
N.C. 681, 688-89, 213 S.E.2d 280, 286 (1975), death sentence vacated, 
428 U.S. 903, 49 L. Ed. 2d 1208 (1976); State v. Avery, 286 N.C, 459, 
464, 212 S.E.2d 142, 149 (1975), death sentence vacated, 428 U.S. 904, 
49 L. Ed. 2d 1209 (1976). Although prospective jurors Williams and 
Young were both initially somewhat hesitant to express their views 
on capital punishment, ultimately both prospective jurors explicitly 
told the court that their views on the death penalty would prevent or 
substantially impair the performance of their duties as a juror. See 
Wainwright, 469 U.S. at 420, 83 L. Ed. 2d at 849. Prospective juror 
Williams stated that she could not vote for the death penalty, as it 
would violate her personal views on the death penalty. Likewise, 
prospective juror Young told the court that there were no circum- 
stances under which he could ever consider voting in favor of a sen- 
tence of death. These statements represent an unmistakable commit- 
ment to automatically vote against the death penalty, regardless of 
the facts and circumstances which might be presented. Witherspoon, 
391 U.S. at 522 n.21, 20 L. Ed. 2d at 785 n.21. Accordingly, the trial 
court properly excused prospective jurors Williams and Young and 
denied defendant’s requests to rehabilitate them. 


With regard to prospective juror New, we note that New never 
explicitly stated that her views regarding the death penalty would 
“prevent or substantially impair the performance of {her] duties as a 
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juror.” Wainwright, 469 U.S. at 420, 83 L. Ed. 2d at 849. Nonetheless, 
prospective juror New consistently stated that she was inclined to 
vote for life imprisonment without parole. New indicated to the court 
that she would try to consider imposition of the death penalty but 
admitted that her personal beliefs might affect her decision. We again 
reiterate our deference to a trial court’s judgment regarding a 
prospective juror’s impartiality, as the trial court is able to observe a 
prospective juror’s demeanor and behavior. Jd. at 425-26, 83 L. Ed. 2d 
at 852-53; Morganherring, 350 N.C. at 726, 517 S.E.2d at 637. Based 
on its own observations, the trial court found that prospective juror 
New was emotional and believed that the court felt she was lying. 
Given the court’s observations of prospective juror New, her clear 
inclination against the death penalty, and her uncertainty as to her 
ability to refrain from allowing her personal views to affect her 
responsibilities as a juror, we conclude that the trial court properly 
excused prospective juror New for cause. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 
GUILT-INNOCENCE PHASE 


[5] In her next assignment of error, defendant contends the trial 
court erred in failing to intervene ex mero motu to prohibit the pros- 
ecutor’s statements during closing arguments that the jury would not 
have heard defendant’s confession unless the trial court had deter- 
mined it was properly taken and reliable. We disagree. 


In capital cases, counsel is permitted wide latitude in arguing to 
the jury and may argue facts in evidence and all reasonable infer- 
ences therefrom. State v. Sanderson, 336 N.C. 1, 15, 442 S.E.2d 33, 42 
(1994). The control of jury arguments is within the discretion of the 
trial court and will not be reversed unless the remarks are “clearly 
calculated to prejudice the jury in its deliberations.” State v. Johnson, 
298 N.C. 355, 369, 259 S.E.2d 752, 761 (1979). The Court in Johnson 
also noted 


the impropriety of the argument must be gross indeed in order for 
this Court to hold that a trial judge abused his discretion in not 
recognizing and correcting ex mero motu an argument which 
defense counsel apparently did not believe was prejudicial when 
he heard it. 


Id. 


In the present case, the prosecutor argued in his closing as 
follows: 
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Now, in moving to her statement, before I say one thing about 
her statement, Ill say this: I'll argue and contend to you that if 
there were anything, one thing wrong with the way that state- 
ment was taken or the contents of that statement, you would 
have heard it. You wouldn’t have heard that statement. Nothing’s 
wrong with that statement. If there was something wrong with 
the statement or the way it was taken, you would not have heard 
it. It would never have gotten before you. There was nothing 
wrong with it. Nothing. 


Defendant contends this argument is analogous to the prosecu- 
tor’s argument in State v. Allen, in which this Court held that the 
prosecutor’s, statements during closing arguments violated N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-1230(a) because they placed prejudicial matters before the 
jury. See State v. Allen, 353 N.C. 504, 511, 546 S.E.2d 372, 376 (2001); 
see also N.C.G.S. § 15A-1230(a) (2001) (providing limitations on clos- 
ing arguments to a jury). In the instant case, defendant argues that 
the trial court’s failure to intervene had the same effect as if the trial 
court had explicitly expressed the opinion, thus leaving the jury with 
the impression that it need not consider defendant's contentions that 
details in the statement were inaccurate. Defendant further asserts 
that this impression could have affected the jury’s findings regarding 
premeditation and conspiracy, resulting in a gross impropriety and 
abuse of discretion that could have affected the jury’s determination 
at the guilt-innocence phase. 


Defendant’s reliance on Allen is misplaced. In Allen, the prosecu- 
tor stated during his closing arguments as follows: 


We told you in the beginning we didn’t have an eyewitness, but 
we do have an eyewitness, we have Maria Santos. She’s an eye- 
witness in this case and she spoke through you—to you through 
the words of Rafael Barros who talked to her that night. She 
described what she saw, how many people entered her house. 
And you heard her words through Officer Barros, because the 
Court let you hear it, because the Court found they were trust- 
worthy and reliable. ... If there had been anything wrong with 
that evidence, you would not have heard that. 


Id. at 508, 546 S.E.2d at 374 (emphasis added). The prosecutor in 
Allen explicitly informed the jury of the trial court’s opinion regard- 
ing the trustworthiness and reliability of the admitted statements. /d. 
at 509, 546 S.E.2d at 375. On appeal, this Court determined the state- 
ment violated N.C.G.S. § 154-1222, which forbids the trial court from 
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““express[ing] during any stage of the trial, any opinion in the 
presence of the jury on any question of fact to be decided by the 
jury.’ ” Jd. at 510-11, 546 S.E.2d at 375 (quoting N.C.G.S. § 15A-1222 
(1999)). 


Unlike the prosecutor in Allen, the prosecutor in the present case 
did not indicate to the jury that the trial court had found defendant’s 
statement trustworthy or reliable. No mention was made of any evi- 
dentiary findings. The prosecutor simply reminded the jury that no 
evidence could be presented to them without a determination that it 
was proper for them to hear. Whether the statement was trustworthy 
and credible remained a fact for the jury to decide. 


Allen is also distinguishable from the present case because 
defense counsel in Allen immediately objected to the prose- 
cutor’s statements. See id. at 508, 546 S.E.2d at 374. By overrul- 
ing the defendant’s objection, the trial court reinforced and ratified 
the prosecutor's argument. In the present case, defendant made 
no objection. 


Defendant contends that the prosecutor’s statements to the jury 
created extreme prejudice because defendant challenged specific 
details of her statement to SBI Special Agents Hedgecock and Peters 
in an attempt to create reasonable doubt. We find no such prejudice. 
Defendant was allowed to present evidence that the agents omitted 
portions of her statement and that the statement was taken while 
defendant was tired and in a coercive environment. The prosecutor 
never implied that the trial court rejected defendant’s attacks on the 
statement or found the statement somehow lacking. The State merely 
fulfilled its duty “to strenuously pursue the goal of persuading the 
jury that the facts of the particular case at hand warrant imposition 
of the death penalty.” State v. Green, 336 N.C. 142, 188, 443 S.E.2d 14, 
41, cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1046, 130 L. Ed. 2d 547 (1994). Defendant 
has failed to show us how the prosecutor’s comments infected the 
trial with unfairness and thus rendered the conviction fundamentally 
unfair. See State v. Rose, 339 N.C. 172, 202, 451 S.E.2d 211, 229 (1994), 
cert. denied, 515 U.S. 1135, 132 L. Ed. 2d 818 (1995). 


This assignment of error is overruled. 
[6] Defendant next assigns error to the trial court’s denial of her 


motion to dismiss the charge of robbery with a dangerous weapon. 
Defendant contends that because the State failed to sufficiently prove 
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the element of intent to deprive, her conviction for armed robbery 
should be vacated. 


When considering a motion to dismiss, the trial court must deter- 
mine whether “there is substantial evidence of each essential element 
of the crime.” State v. Call, 349 N.C. 382, 417, 508 S.E.2d 496, 518 
(1998). We have defined substantial evidence as that amount of rele- 
vant evidence necessary to persuade a rational juror to accept a con- 
clusion. State v. Frogge, 351 N.C. 576, 584, 528 S.E.2d 893, 899, cert. 
denied, 531 U.S. 994, 148 L. Ed. 2d 459 (2000). In ruling on a motion 
to dismiss, the trial court is required to view the evidence in the light 
most favorable to the State, making all reasonable inferences from 
the evidence in favor of the State. State v. Lucas, 353 N.C. 568, 581, 
548 S.E.2d 712, 721 (2001). Moreover, “[cJircumstantial evidence may 
withstand a motion to dismiss and support a conviction even when 
the evidence does not rule out every hypothesis of innocence.” State 
v. Stone, 323 N.C. 447, 452, 373 S.E.2d 4380, 483 (1988); see also 
Frogge, 351 N.C. at 585, 528 S.E.2d at 899. 


With regard to the charge of robbery with a dangerous weapon, 
the State was required to prove “(1) an unlawful taking or an attempt 
to take personal property from the person or in the presence of 
another, (2) by use or threatened use of a firearm or other dan- 
gerous weapon, (3) whereby the life of a person is endangered or 
threatened.” Call, 349 N.C. at 417, 508 S.E.2d at 518; see also N.C.G:S. 
§ 14-87(a) (2001). The State must also demonstrate that the defend- 
ant had the intent to deprive the owner of his property at the time of 
taking. State v. Richardson, 308 N.C. 470, 474, 302 S.E.2d 799, 802 
(1983). Intent may be inferred by demonstrating that defendant did 
not intend to return the property and was indifferent as to whether 
the owner ever recovered the property. State v. Smith, 268 N.C. 167, 
172, 150 S.E.2d 194, 200 (1966). 


The State’s theory in the present case was that defendant acted in 
concert with Antone Johnson to take her husband’s work truck from 
her residence. Defendant points to the lack of direct evidence regard- 
ing Johnson’s intentions when he took the truck. Defendant argues 
instead that because the truck was abandoned in plain view, close to 
the residence, where it was likely to be found, Johnson lacked the 
total indifference to the owner’s right to recover the truck that would 
be necessary to support an inference of intent to deprive. Instead, 
defendant contends that the evidence supports only two intentions: 
that Johnson took the truck to make the crime scene appear like a 
robbery and that Johnson used the truck to get away from the crime 
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scene to a place where he could safely escape. Defendant contends 
these intentions are insufficient to support a conviction for robbery 
with a dangerous weapon. 


Viewed in the light most favorable to the State, the evidence 
shows that defendant and Johnson conspired to make the crime 
scene look like a robbery. Johnson drove off in the victim’s truck 
after killing defendant’s husband, abandoning the vehicle three miles 
from the Kemmerlin residence. Law enforcement officers later recov- 
ered the keys to the vehicle in nearby woods. 


As defendant concedes in her brief, the intent to permanently 
deprive need not be established by direct evidence but can be 
inferred from the surrounding circumstances. See State v. Barts, 
316 N.C. 666, 690, 348 S.E.2d 828, 843-44 (1986). We have also noted 
that the abandonment of a vehicle, regardless of how near the 
abandonment is to the scene of the crime, places it “beyond [a 
defendant’s] power to return the property and shows a total indiffer- 
ence as to whether the owner ever recovers it.” Id.; see also State v. 
Mann, 355 N.C, 294, 304, 560 S.E.2d 776; 783 (holding that where a 
defendant abandoned a vehicle in a subdivision near where the vic- 
tim’s body was found, there was sufficient evidence of intent to per- 
manently deprive the owner of the vehicle), cert. denied, —— U.S. 
—, — L. Ed. 2d — (Nov. 4, 2002) (No. 02-6059). Here, the evidence 
that Johnson took the vehicle and subsequently abandoned it near 
the crime scene was sufficient to show an intent to permanently 
deprive the victim of his property. Accordingly, we hold that the 
trial court did not err in denying defendant’s motion to dismiss the 
robbery charge. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


[7] In another assignment of error, defendant contends the trial court 
erred in failing to vacate the convictions of solicitation to commit 
murder and conspiracy to commit murder. Defendant asserts that 
both convictions merge with the conviction for first-degree murder 
by acting in concert and that punishment for both crimes violates 
double jeopardy. We hold that the crimes do not merge with the first- 
degree murder conviction. 


The Double Jeopardy Clauses of both the United States 
Constitution and the North Carolina Constitution prohibit multiple 
punishment for the same offense. State v. Gardner, 315 N.C. 444, 451, 
340 S.E.2d 701, 707 (1986); see also U.S. Const. amend. V; N.C. Const. 
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art. I, § 19. North Carolina has adopted a definitional test for deter- 
mining whether a crime is in fact a lesser offense that merges 
with the greater offense. State v. Weaver, 306 N.C. 629, 635, 295 
S.E.2d 375, 378-79 (1982), overruled on other grounds by State v. 
Collins, 334 N.C. 54, 61, 4381 S.E.2d 188, 193 (1993); State v. 
Westbrooks, 345 N.C. 438, 56, 478 S.E.2d 483, 491 (1996). “[A]Il 
of the essential elements of the lesser crime must also be essential 
elements included in the greater crime. If the lesser crime has an 
essential element which is not completely covered by the greater 
crime, it is not a lesser included offense.” Weaver, 306 N.C. at 635, 
295 8.E.2d at 379. 


We have previously defined the crime of solicitation as “coun- 
seling, enticing or inducing another to commit a crime.” State v. 
Furr, 292 N.C. 711, 720, 235 S.E.2d 193, 199, cert. denied, 434 U.S. 
924, 54 L. Ed. 2d 281 (1977). Acting in concert, as applied to first- 
degree murder, requires “two persons join{ed] in a purpose to commit 
(murder],” where both persons are “actually or constructively 
present.” State v. Westbrook, 279 N.C. 18, 41, 181 S.E.2d 572, 586 
(1971), death sentence vacated, 408 U.S. 939, 33 L. Ed. 2d 761 (1972). 
Under this theory, each person “is not only guilty as a principal if the 
other commits [murder], but he is also guilty of any other crime com- 
mitted by the other in pursuance of the common purpose.” Jd. 


Defendant cites State v. Westbrooks, in which we held that solic- 
itation to commit murder is a lesser included offense of first-degree 
murder as an accessory before the fact. Westbrooks, 345 N.C. at 56-57, 
478 S.E.2d at 491. Defendant acknowledges that our legislature has 
since abolished the distinction between first-degree murder as an 
accessory before the fact and first-degree murder as a principal. See 
N.C.G.S, § 14-5.2 (2001) (“All distinctions between accessories before 
the fact and principals to the commission of a felony are abolished. 
Every person who heretofore would have been guilty as an accessory 
before the fact to any felony shall be guilty and punishable as a prin- 
cipal to that felony.”). Nonetheless, defendant contends that solicita- 
tion, accessory before the fact to murder, and acting In concert to 
commit murder are essentially a continuum of defendant’s involve- 
ment in the murder, as al] three involve defendant’s enticing another 
to commit the murder. Because we have previously determined that 
solicitation merges into accessory before the fact, defendant con- 
tends we must also conclude that a conviction for solicitation may 
under some circumstances merge into a conviction for murder based 
upon a theory of acting in concert. Defendant asserts that because 
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her role in the present murder was minimal, the conviction for solic- 
itation should be considered a lesser offense of murder by acting in 
concert. 


We find no merit in defendant’s argument, as defendant is asking 
us to use a factual rather than a definitional approach to whether her 
convictions merge, an approach we rejected in Westbrooks, 345 N.C. 
at 56, 478 S.E.2d at 491. The crime of solicitation requires counseling, 
enticing, or inducing another to commit a crime. Furr, 292 N.C. at 
720, 235 S.E.2d at 199. This element is not required for acting in 
concert. Indeed, acting in concert requires actual or constructive 
presence at the crime, an element not present in the definition of 
solicitation. Westbrook, 279 N.C. at 41, 181 S.E.2d at 586. Because the 
crime of solicitation requires the element of enticement, an element 
not required for murder under a theory of acting in concert, we hold 
that solicitation is not a lesser included offense of murder by acting 
in concert. Weaver, 306 N.C. at 635, 295 S.E.2d at 379. 


Defendant also argues that her conviction for conspiracy should 
merge with her conviction for first-degree murder by acting in con- 
cert. Defendant concedes that conspiracy is a separate offense from 
the completed crime that normally does not merge into the substan- 
tive offense. See State v. Carey, 285 N.C. 509, 513, 206 S.E.2d 222, 225 
(1974). However, defendant contends that her case is analogous to 
State v. Lowery, in which we stated that a codefendant convicted of 
the substantive offense based solely on his participation in the con- 
spiracy could not be punished for both conspiracy and the separate 
offense. State v. Lowery, 318 N.C. 54, 74, 347 S.E.2d 729, 743 (1986). 
In the present case, defendant contends the essence of her illegal 
behavior was in hiring Johnson to kill her husband and in planning 
and assisting him prior to the commission of the murder. As such, 
defendant contends she was convicted of murder solely on the basis 
of her conspiracy to commit murder because her presence at the 
scene of the murder was incidental and unnecessary. 


We find no analogy between defendant’s case and that of the 
codefendant in Lowery. We first note that the death sentence for the 
codefendant in Lowery was vacated on the basis of N.C.G.S. § 14-6, 
which has since been repealed by our legislature. Moreover, the evi- 
dence in Lowery showed that the codefendant was not present at the 
actual murder. /d. at 74, 347 S.E.2d at 742. The codefendant’s murder 
conviction was predicated solely on his participation in the conspir- 
acy. Id. In the present case, defendant was not only present at the 
scene of the murder (albeit in another room), but she also let 
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Johnson into her home knowing he was going to kill her husband and 
brought her husband into the roorn where he would be killed. We 
therefore conclude that defendant's presence at the scene of the 
murder was much more than incidental and unnecessary. 


Accordingly, we find no merit in defendant's contention that her 
conspiracy conviction merged with her conviction for first-degree 
murder based on a theory of acting in concert. Conspiracy to commit 
murder requires the defendant to enter into an agreement with 
another person to commit murder with the intent to carry out the 
murder. State v. Woods, 307 N.C. 213, 219, 297 S.E.2d 574, 578 (1982). 
Evidence at trial established that defendant hired Johnson to kill her 
husband and planned and assisted him prior to the commission of the 
murder. This evidence is sufficient to support a conviction for con- 
spiracy to commit murder. We see no reason to depart from our long- 
held rule that conspiracy is a separate offense from the substantive 
offense and as such does not merge into the substantive offense. See 
Carey, 285 N.C. at 513, 206 S.E.2d at 225. The requirement of an 
agreement, while necessary to sustain a conviction for conspiracy, is 
not a necessary element for murder by acting in concert, so defend- 
ant’s conviction for conspiracy to commit murder does not merge 
into her conviction for murder by acting in concert. See Weaver, 306 
N.C. at 635, 295 S.E.2d at 379. 


This assignment of error is without merit. 
CAPITAL SENTENCING PROCEEDING 


Defendant next assigns error to the trial court’s failure to instruct 
the jury on statutory mitigating circumstances she contends were 
supported by the evidence. Defendant contends that her due process 
and Eighth Amendment rights against cruel and unusual punishment 
were violated when the trial court failed to submit the (f)(4) and 
(f)(6) mitigating circumstances for the jury’s consideration. 


[8] Defendant first argues that the trial court erred in failing to 
submit the (f)(4) mitigator. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(4) CThe 
defendant was an accomplice in or accessory to the capital felony 
committed by another person and [her] participation was relatively 
minor.”). After reviewing the record, we find no error in the trial 
court’s refusal to submit the (f)(4) circumstance. 


A trial court must submit any rnitigating circumstance that is sup- 
ported by substantial evidence. State v. Strickland, 346 N.C. 443, 463, 
488 S.E.2d 194, 206 (1997), cert. denied, 522 U.S. 1078, 1389 L. Ed. 2d 
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757 (1998). However, “defendant bears the burden of producing ‘sub- 
stantial evidence’ tending to show the existence of a mitigating cir- 
cumstance before that circumstance will be submitted to the jury.” 
State v. Rouse, 339 N.C. 59, 100, 451 S.E.2d 548, 566 (1994), cert 
denied, 516 U.S. 832, 1383 L. Ed. 2d 60 (1995). “[T}he test for suffi- 
ciency of evidence to support submission of a statutory mitigating 
circumstance is whether a juror could reasonably find that the cir- 
cumstance exists based on the evidence.” State v. Fletcher, 348 N.C. 
292, 323, 500 S.E.2d 668, 686 (1998), cert. denied, 525 U.S. 1180, 143 
L. Ed. 2d 118 (1999). 


Defendant asserts that in State v. Roseboro, 351 N.C. 536, 549, 528 
S.E.2d 1, 10, cert. denied, 531 U.S. 1019, 148 L. Ed. 2d 498 (2000), this 
Court recently found the (f)(4) circumstance inapplicable where the 
defendant is convicted of premeditated and deliberate murder, and 
requests that we reconsider Roseboro in light of State v. Barnes, 345 
N.C. 184, 481 S.E.2d 44, cert. denied, 522 U.S. 876, 139 L. Ed. 2d 134 
(1997), and cert. denied, 523 U.S. 1024, 140 L. Ed. 2d 473 (1998). 
However, defendant overstates the holding in Roseboro, and we 
decline to revisit our Roseboro decision, which was based on the 
record in that case where the evidence would not support a finding 
that defendant was guilty of premeditated and deliberate murder on 
a theory of aiding and abetting or that defendant was an accomplice 
in or accessory to a capital felony committed by another person. 
Roseboro, 351 N.C. at 549-50, 528 S.E.2d at 10. 


Defendant has not met her burden of producing substantial evi- 
dence to warrant submission of the (f)(4) mitigating circumstance. 
Contrary to defendant’s assertions, the evidence recited above does 
not support this mitigating circumstance and this assignment of error 
is without merit. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(4). 


[9] Defendant next asserts that the trial court committed prejudicial 
error by failing to submit to the jury the (f)(6) mitigating circum- 
stance. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(6) (2001) (“The capacity of the 
defendant to appreciate the criminality of [her] conduct or to con- 
form [her] conduct to the requirements of law was impaired.”). Even 
though defendant withdrew her request for the (f)(6) circumstance, 
the trial court nonetheless reviewed the (f)(6) circumstance and con- 
cluded that it was not supported by substantial evidence. 
Consequently, the trial court declined to submit the (f)(6) impaired 
capacity mitigator, although it did allow defendant’s request that the 
(f)(2) circumstance be submitted. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(2) (“The 
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capital felony was committed while under the influence of mental or 
emotional disturbance.”). 


With regard to the (f)(2) mitigating circumstance, we have 
previously stated: 


Defendant’s mental and emotional state at the time of the 
crime is the central question presented by the (f)(2) circum- 
stance. State v. McKoy, 323 N.C. 1, 28-29, 372 S.E.2d 12, 27 (1988), 
sentence vacated on other grounds, 494 U.S. 483, 108 L. Ed. 2d 
369 (1990). The use of the word “disturbance” in the (f)(2) cir- 
cumstance “shows the General Assembly intended something 
more... than mental impairment which is found in another miti- 
gating circumstance.” State v. Spruill, 320 N.C. 688, 696, 360 
S.E.2d 667, 671 (1987), cert. denied, 486 U.S. 1061, 100 L. Ed. 2d 
934 (1988). 


State v. Geddie, 345 N.C. 73, 102-03, 478 S.E.2d 146, 161 (1996), cert. 
denied, 522 U.S. 825, 139 L. Ed. 2d 43 (1997). In contrast, regarding 
the (f)(6) mitigating circumstance, we have held that “this circum- 
stance has only been found to be supported in cases where there was 
evidence, expert or lay, of some mental disorder, disease, or defect, 
or voluntary intoxication by alcohol or narcotic drugs, to the degree 
that it affected the defendant’s ability to understand and control his 
actions.” Syriani, 333 N.C. at 395, 428 S.E.2d at 142-43. 


Our review of the entire record reveals that defendant failed to 
produce substantial evidence of the (f)(6) circumstance. Defendant’s 
expert witness, Dr. John Warren, conducted psychological testing of 
defendant, examined defendant’s mental-health records from the 
Rockingham County Mental Health Center, reviewed prior psycho- 
logica) evaluations including raw test data, and conducted face- 
to-face clinical interviews with defendant. Dr. Warren noted that 
defendant’s childhood included sexual abuse and neglect. Dr. Warren 
also learned that defendant was upset because her stepson, Timmy, 
was coming to live with her and the victim. Defendant believed 
Timmy had sexually abused her daughter and was concerned this 
abuse would happen again. Dr. Warren noted that defendant’s history 
made her “exquisitely and overly attuned to sexual issues in general 
and sexual abuse issues in particular.” With this information, Dr. 
Warren described defendant’s mental state at the time the murder 
was committed as follows: 


It’s my opinion that she was under the influence of two dis- 
orders, one being the personality disorder which I diagnose as 
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borderline personality disorder and the second, the more acute 
or serious, if you will, disorder of major depressive disorder, and 
I support those diagnoses on the basis of prior psychological test- 
ing, my current testing, prior psychiatric and counsellor’s [sic] 
evaluations, and my evaluations over three visits in a matter of 
six hours of contact with her. 


The following exchange took place between Dr. Warren and the pros- 
ecutor upon cross-examination: 


q. Could you explain the borderline personality for the jury? 


A. Personality disorders in general are longstanding and perva- 
sive patterns of thinking and behaving that develop|[] as a result 
of childhood trauma or inconsistencies generally, and borderline 
personality is arguably the more severe of the personality disor- 
ders because the nature of the disorder is extreme disruption in 
parent-child bonding and extreme instability in thinking and 
behavior as a grown adult would. 


Q. Based upon her statement, do you think at the time this mur- 
der was committed the defendant was able to appreciate the 
criminality of her conduct? 


A. Yes, I think she was. 


Q. Do you think your diagnosis of the defendant would in any 
way impair the defendant’s capacity to perform under the 
requirements of the law? 


A. [think it would impair it somewhat, but not to the point of her 
being unable to do that. 


«). And based on her statement and your review of the notes and 
your conversation with her, do you think at the time that she 
opened that door, that Anton[e] Johnson murdered her husband, 
that she was under the influence of some type of—Well, do 
you think that she was affected or influenced by some type of 
disturbance? 


A. By some kind of disturbance? 
Q. Yes, Sir. 


A. In general I do, because I think that major key depression and 
borderline personality have been documented as occurring 
before and after the offense. So, I think she suffered from those 
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disorders, but if I understand your question, it was not to the 
level of impairing her ability to appreciate the wrongfulness. In 
other words, I think that her psychiatric disorders do give a con- 
text and a bigger picture of this woman, but I don’t think and 
have not testified that it goes to the level of any type of insanity 
or to her mental capacity. 


Q. Your testimony earlier was that at the time Mr. Kemmerlin 
was killed, the defendant was able to appreciate the criminality 
of her conduct; is that correct? 


A. Yes, sir. My evaluation is that she does have these two mental 
disorders, but they didn’t arise to the level of any defense such as 
insanity or any issues as the inability to, you know, plan and that 
kind of thing; and also, that her ability to know right from wrong, 
appreciate wrongfulness and her ability to generally control her 
behavior while shaky and impaired at times were intact. 


Based on this testimony, we conclude the trial court properly 
refused to submit the (f)(6) mitigator. The evidence shows that 
defendant was depressed and suffering from borderline personality 
disorder. Accordingly, defendant was under the influence of a mental 
or emotional disturbance. However, defendant’s own expert testified 
that this disturbance did not prevent defendant from appreciating the 
criminality of her conduct and controlling her conduct as required by 
law. Because defendant offered no other substantial evidence of this 
circumstance, we hold that the trial court did not err in refusing to 
submit the (f)(6) mitigating circumstance. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


[10] In her next assignment of error, defendant argues that the pros- 
ecutor committed misconduct and prejudicial constitutional error in 
commenting on defendant's exercise of her right to trial by jury and 
her right not to testify. Defendant contends that the trial court erred 
by failing to take sufficient action to cure the error. 


“A criminal defendant may not be compelled to testify, and any 
reference by the State regarding [her] failure to testify is violative of 
[her] constitutional right to remain silent.” State v. Baymon, 336 N.C. 
748, 758, 446 S.E.2d 1, 6 (1994); see also U.S. Const. amend. V; N.C. 
Const. art. I, § 23; N.C.G.S. § 8-54 (2001). Any reference by the prose- 
cutor to a criminal defendant’s right not to testify is error. State v. 
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Reid, 334 N.C. 551, 554, 434 S.E.2d 193, 196 (1993). However, such a 
comment may be cured by “a withdrawal of the remark or by a state- 
ment from the court that it was improper, followed by an instruction 
to the jury not to consider the failure of the accused to offer himself 
as a witness.” State v. McCall, 286 N.C. 472, 487, 212 S.E.2d 132, 141 
(1975), death sentence vacated, 429 U.S. 912, 50 L. Ed. 2d 278 (1976); 
see also Reid, 334 N.C. at 556, 434 S.E.2d at 197. The trial court’s cura- 
tive instructions to the jury should occur promptly after the comment 
is made rather than in general jury charges of instruction. State v. 
Gregory, 348 N.C. 203, 210, 499 S.E.2d 753, 758, Cholding that prose- 
cutor’s direct comments on a defendant’s failure to testify were not 
cured by subsequent inclusion in the jury charge of an instruction 
regarding the defendant's right not to testify), cert. denied, 525 U.S. 
952, 142 L. Ed. 2d 315 (1998); State v. Monk, 286 N.C. 509, 516-17, 212 
S.E.2d 125, 131-32 (1975) (requiring instruction to be “prompt and 
explicit”). Even if the trial court fails to give a curative instruction, 
the court still must determine whether the error was harmless 
beyond a reasonable doubt. State v. Warren, 348 N.C. 80, 106, 499 
S.E.2d 431, 445, cert. denied, 525 U.S. 915, 142 L. Ed. 2d 216 (1998). 


Similarly, a defendant also has a constitutional right to plead not 
guilty and is entitled to a jury trial. U.S. Const. amend. VI; N.C. Const. 
art. I, § 24; State v. Langford, 319 N.C. 340, 345, 354 S.E.2d 523, 526 
(1987). Consequently, a prosecutor’s reference to a defendant’s fail- 
ure to plead guilty is a violation of the defendant’s constitutional right 
to a jury trial. “The court’s failure to give a curative instruction after 
such a reference does not warrant a reversal, however, if the State 
shows that the error was harmless beyond a reasonable doubt.” State 
v. Larry, 345 N.C. 497, 524, 481 S.E.2d 907, 923, cert. denied, 522 U.S. 
917, 139 L. Ed. 2d 234 (1997); see also N.C.G.S. § 15A-1443(b) (2001). 


Defendant first complains that the prosecutor improperly ques- 
tioned her during sentencing. The following portion of the record 
appears relevant: 


Q. Now, you sat here for four weeks, correct, during this trial? 
. Yes, sir. 

. And you heard the evidence being presented, correct? 

. Yes, sir. 


. And, and knowing full well that you were guilty, correct? 


> © FP O - 


. Yes, si. 
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Q. Hoping, for some reason, this jury would set you free. 
Mr. BLITZER [DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection, Judge. 
THE Court: That’s sustained. 


Mr. BuirzErR: Move to strike. We need to approach, your 
Honor. 


THE Court: Y’all approach. 
(Whereupon there is an off-the-record discussion). 
THE Court: All right. You can continue. 
[PROSECUTOR]: Captain Adarns, would you please stand. 
(Captain Adams stands). 

Q. Do you know that man, Ms. Kemmerlin? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Tell the jury and the Court who he is. 
Mr. BLITZER [DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
Mr. ETRINGER [DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Y’all [the jurors] step out just a minute. 


After the jurors left the courtroom, defense counsel requested 
an instruction regarding defendant’s right not to testify and to plead 
not guilty. The jurors then returned, and the trial court repeated an 
earlier instruction: 


THE Court: All right, ladies and gentlemen, earlier there may 
have been some questions asked concerning the length of the 
trial, and the fact that you heard evidence and whether or not the 
defendant was guilty which she responded to. That I want to 
inform you that you cannot consider that in your determination 
in the sentencing phase. 


As I indicated to you at the beginning of the trial, the defend- 
ant had entered a plea of not guilty, and under our system of jus- 
tice, a defendant who pleads not guilty is not required to prove 
her innocence but is presumed to be innocent, and that’s a con- 
stitutional right given by the U.S. Constitution and North Carolina 
Constitution. 
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Furthermore, that presumption would remain with the 
defendant throughout the trial unless and until the jury selected 
to hear the case was convinced from the facts and the law, 
beyond a reasonable doubt, of the guilt of the defendant. 


Furthermore, under our constitution, the burden of proof is 
on the State to prove to you that the defendant is guilty beyond a 
reasonable doubt. Furthermore, I also indicated to you the 
defendant’s constitutional right, that there was no burden or duty 
of any kind on the defendant. If she chose not to testify or offer 
any evidence, that you could not hold that against her, and that 
was her right as allowed by our constitution; and the mere fact 
that she had been charged with a crime is no evidence of guilt and 
that the charge is merely a mechanical, administrative way by 
which a person is brought to a trial. 


So, therefore, she has a constitutional right not to offer any 
evidence, and the fact that she chose that route could not be con- 
sidered by you []or contemplated by you in your deliberations 
once you begin deliberating for this case. 


Defendant contends that the prosecutor’s statements vio- 
lated defendant’s due process rights, violated state law, and vio- 
lated her right to have a capital sentencing determination without 
the influence of passion or prejudice as guaranteed in N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(d)(2). Specifically, defendant argues that the trial court’s 
attempt to cure the errors were insufficient because the court gave 
no immediate statement that the comments were improper. In sup- 
port of her position, defendant cites the following dicta from State v. 
Oates, “[t]o be effective, the trial court’s instruction should immedi- 
ately follow the offensive remark and should explain why the remark 
was improper.” 65 N.C. App. 112, 114, 308 S.E.2d 507, 508 (1983), disc. 
rev. denied, 315 S.E.2d 708 (1984). — 


In Oates, however, the trial court merely instructed the jury to 
“disregard counsel’s statement.” Jd. More importantly, the only 
instruction provided to the jury was a general instruction during the 
jury charge on the defendant’s right not to testify. Jd. The court in 
Oates properly concluded that such an instruction was “insufficient 
to remove the prejudice because no reference was made to the 
offending argument, and the damage done by it remained unre- 
paired.” Jd. Viewed in this context, the requirement that the trial 
court’s instruction be immediate simply reflects the well-established 
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rule that the trial court should instruct the jury shortly after an 
improper comment is made, rather than via general instructions dur- 
ing the jury charge. See Gregory, 348 N.C. at 210-11, 499 S.E.2d at 758; 
Reid, 334 N.C. at 556, 434 S.E.2d at 197. We therefore conclude that 
the trial court’s instruction timely cured any possible prejudice. 


Defendant also argues that the instruction given by the trial court 
was vague in describing defendant’s constitutional rights, failed to 
address her right to a jury trial, addressed only indirectly her right 
not to testify, and gave an insufficient explanation of why the com- 
ments were improper. We reject each of these contentions. We have 
never required such specificity in the instructions, so long as the trial 
court states that the comment “‘was improper, followed by an 
instruction to the jury not to consider the failure of the accused to 
offer himself as a witness.’ ” Reid, 334 N.C. at 556, 4384 S.E.2d at 197 
(quoting McCall, 286 N.C. at 487, 212 S.E.2d at 141); see also Monk, 
286 N.C. at 516, 212 S.E.2d at 131 (“Improper comment on defendant’s 
failure to testify may be cured by an instruction from the court that 
the argument is improper followed by prompt and explicit instruc- 
tions to the jury to disregard it.”) In the present case, the trial court 
identified the questions that were allegedly improper and told the 
jury: “If [defendant] chose not to testify or offer any evidence, that 
you could not hold that against her, and that was her right as allowed 
by our constitution ....” Such an instruction was sufficient to cure 
the error. 


Defendant also cites as error the following portions of the prose- 
cutor’s closing argument: 


[PROSECUTOR]: Now, during the guilt/innocence phase, the 
State put on evidence and the defense challenged every piece of 
that evidence. Every piece of it. They told you that the statement 
was coerced, that the agents planted in her head that Jerry Loftis 
was telling you something that wasn’t true, that Dori Gwynn was 
telling you something that wasn’t true. 


They told you that we had even proved that Anton[e] Johnson 
was the shooter, and I’]] argue and contend to you that they even 
said Anton[e] Johnson was not the shooter, and what happened? 
The defendant gets on the witness stand and says it’s all true. It’s 
all true. Plan A: Let’s hope we can confuse them. 


Mr. BLITzER [DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Your Honor, can we 
approach, Judge? 
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THE Court: All right, ladies and gentlemen, just for the 
record, you cannot consider that argument as it relates to some 
issue on the defendant’s constitutional right. That cannot be con- 
sidered in your determination. 


Mr. BuiTzER: For the record, we object and move to strike 
that portion. 


THE CouRT: The motion to strike is allowed. 


[PROSECUTOR]: We get to the guilt, get to the phase—now, 
we're at the sentencing phase. What’s the defense now? The 
boogey-man made me do it? 


Defendant contends that these statements were direct criticism 
of defendant’s decisions to plead not guilty and to not testify at the 
guilt-innocence phase of trial. Although defendant notes that the trial 
court’s instruction was immediate, defendant again argues that the 
instructions were vague regarding what was specifically improper. 


We fail to see how the statements in issue were direct comments 
on defendant’s rights to plead not guilty and to not testify on her own 
behalf. Assuming arguendo that the prosecutor’s argument contained 
improper references to defendant’s exercise of her constitutional 
rights, any possible prejudice was cured when the trial court ordered 
the remarks stricken from the record and instructed the jury that it 
“fcould] not consider that argument as it relates to some issue on 
the defendant’s constitutional right. That cannot be considered in 
your determination.” We further note that any error would be harm- 
less beyond a reasonable doubt because the remarks do not refer to 
any aggravating circumstances proffered by the State or mitigating 
circumstances proffered by defendant. “When the reference was 
made, the jury had already found defendant guilty of first-degree 
murder. There is no danger that the reference caused the jury to pre- 
sume defendant’s guilt or to regard [her] silence as indicative of 
guilt.” Larry, 345 N.C. at 525, 481 S.E.2d at 923. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 
PRESERVATION ISSUES 


Defendant raises seven additional issues that she concedes have. 
been previously decided contrary to her position by this Court: (1) 
the trial court erred in using vague and overbroad language to define 
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the pecuniary gain aggravating circumstance at sentencing; (2) the 
trial court erred in denying defendant’s continued objections to the 
prosecutor’s questions staking out prospective jurors on their posi- 
tions as to defendant’s guilt and sentence, given that defendant did 
not personally shoot the victim; (3) the trial court erred in using 
inherently vague terms to define defendant’s burden of proving miti- 
gating circumstances; (4) the trial court erred in instructing the jury 
that mitigating circumstances must outweigh aggravating circum- 
stances; (5) the trial court erred in instructing the jury such that 
jurors could disregard mitigating circumstances found in Issue Two 
when considering Issue Four; (6) the trial court erred in instructing 
the jury that it must be unanimous as to Issues One, Three, and Four; 
and (7) the murder indictment failed to include all of the elements of 
first-degree murder and failed to include the aggravating circum- 
stances relied upon by the State. 


We have considered defendant’s contentions on these issues and 
find no reason to depart from our prior holdings. We therefore reject 
these arguments. 


PROPORTIONALITY REVIEW 


[11] Having concluded that defendant’s trial and capital sentencing 
proceeding were free of prejudicial error, we are required to review 
and determine: (1) whether the record supports the jury’s finding of 
any aggravating circumstances upon which the sentence of death was 
based; (2) whether the death sentence was imposed under the influ- 
ence of passion, prejudice, or any other arbitrary factor; and (3) 
whether the death sentence is excessive or disproportionate to the 
penalty imposed in similar cases, considering both the crime and the 
defendant. N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(d)(2) (2001). 


After thoroughly examining the record, transcript, briefs, and 
oral arguments, we conclude the evidence supports the aggravating 
circumstance found by the jury. Further, we find no indication the 
sentence of death was imposed under the influence of passion, prej- 
udice, or any other arbitrary factor. We turn then to our final statu- 
tory duty of proportionality review. 


Our determination of whether the sentence of death is excessive 
or disproportionate requires us to “review all of the cases in the ‘pool’ 
of similar cases for comparison.” State v. Rogers, 316 N.C. 203, 2385, 
341 $.E.2d 7138, 732 (1986), overruled on other grounds by Gaines, 
345 N.C. 647, 483 S.E.2d 396, and by State v. Vandiver, 321 N.C. 570, 
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364 S.E.2d 373 (1988). Such a review eliminates “the possibility that a 
person will be sentenced to die by the action of an aberrant jury.” 
Gregg v. Georgia, 428 U.S. 153, 206, 49 L. Ed. 2d 859, 893 (1976); State 
v. Williams, 308 N.C. 47, 82, 301 S.E.2d 335, 356, cert. denied, 464 U.S. 
865, 78 L. Ed. 2d 177 (1983). We have previously classified “the 
responsibility placed upon us by N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(d)(2) to be as 
serious as any responsibility placed upon an appellate court.” State v. 
Jackson, 309 N.C. 26, 46, 305 S.E.2d 703, 717 (1983). In carrying out 
our duties under the statute, “we must be sensitive not only to the 
mandate of the Legislature, but also to the constitutional dimensions 
of our review.” State v. Rook, 304 N.C. 201, 236, 283 S.E.2d 732, 753 
(1981), cert. denied, 455 U.S. 1038, 72 L. Ed. 2d 155 (1982). 


With the magnitude and seriousness of our task in mind, we have 
carefully reviewed the facts and circumstances of this case and have 
compared it to the other cases in the proportionality pool. Our 
exhaustive comparison of the cases has led us to conclude that, while 
the crime committed here was a tragic killing, it “does not rise to the 
level of those murder cases in which we have approved the death sen- 
tence upon proportionality review.” State v. Benson, 323 N.C. 318, 
328, 372 S.E.2d 517, 522 (1988). 


The jury in the present case found only one aggravating circum- 
stance, that the murder was committed for pecuniary gain, N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(6). Our review of the record reveals that the evidence 
supporting this aggravator is weak. Testimony suggesting that life 
insurance proceeds were a motive for the murder came from two wit- 
nesses, both of whom gave inconsistent statements. Although a 
change of beneficiary or an increase in the policy amount might be 
expected where a murder was committed for the pecuniary gain of 
collecting insurance, defendant made no such changes. 


The jury also found three statutory mitigating circumstances: (1) 
the murder was committed while defendant was under the influence 
of mental or emotional disturbance, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(2); (2) 
defendant aided in the apprehension of another capital felon, 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(8); and (38) the catchall mitigating circum- 
stance that there existed any other circumstance arising from the 
evidence that any juror deems to have mitigating value, N.C.G:S. 
§ 15A-2000(f)(9). The jury also found three nonstatutory mitigating 
circumstances: (1) defendant acknowledged her guilt to a law 
enforcement officer, (2) defendant was a victim of physical and emo- 
tional abuse by the victim, and (3) defendant was a victim of sexual 
abuse as a minor. 
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We do not find any one of these factors determinative of our pro- 
portionality consideration. Rather, our emphasis is on an “ ‘indepen- 
dent consideration of the individual defendant and the nature of the 
crime or crimes which [she] has committed.’ ” State v. Anthony, 354 
N.C. 372, 455, 555 S.E.2d 557, 608 (2001) (quoting State v. Pinch, 306 
N.C. 1, 292 S.E.2d 208, cert. denied, 459 U.S. 1056, 74 L. Ed. 2d 622 
(1982), and overruled on other grounds by State v. Rouse, 339 N.C. 
59, 451 S.E.2d 548, by State v. Robinson, 336 N.C. 78, 443 S.E.2d 306 
(1994), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1089, 130 L. Ed. 2d 650 (1995), and by 
State v. Benson, 323 N.C. 318, 372 3.E.2d 517)), cert. denied, —— U.S. 
—, 153 L. Ed. 2d 791 (2002). As such, we must “consider the totality 
of the circumstances presented in [defendant’s] case and the pres- 
ence or absence of a particular factor will not necessarily be control- 
ling.” State v. Bondurant, 309 N.C. 674, 694 n.1, 309 S.E.2d 170, 183 
n.1 (1983). 


This Court has conducted an exhaustive review of the record in 
analyzing whether defendant’s death sentence is consistent with 
other cases in the proportionality pool. The differences between 
defendant's case and other cases in the pool are too numerous to list. 
However, among the factors persuasive to our determination are: (1) 
the weak evidence supporting the pecuniary gain aggravating cir- 
cumstance, (2) the evidence that defendant considered stopping the 
murder immediately prior to its occurrence, (3) the fact that defend- 
ant’s codefendant Antone Johnson received a life sentence without 
parole, and (4) the jury’s finding of three statutory mitigating circum- 
stances and three nonstatutory mitigating circumstances. We there- 
fore conclude that the totality of the circumstances do not warrant 
imposition of the death penalty. To be sure, any murder is a horren- 
dous and reprehensible act; however, when compared to other cases 
in the proportionality pool, we cannot say that the death sentence 
imposed in defendant’s case is proportionate. 


We therefore conclude as a matter of law that the death sen- 
tence imposed in this case is disproportionate under N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(d)(2). Upon this holding, the statute requires that 
this Court sentence defendant to life imprisonment in lieu of the 
death sentence. Because the language of the statute is mandatory, 
we have no discretion in determining whether a death sentence 
should be vacated. Jackson, 309 N.C. at 47, 305 S.E.2d at 
718. Accordingly, the death sentence is vacated, and defendant is 
hereby sentenced to imprisonment in the state’s prison for the 
remainder of her natural life, without benefit of parole. The Clerk 
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of Superior Court of Rockingham County shall issue a commit- 
ment accordingly. 


NO ERROR IN GUILT-INNOCENCE PHASE OR SENTENCING 
PROCEEDING; DEATH SENTENCE DISPROPORTIONATE; DEATH 
SENTENCE VACATED; AND SENTENCE OF LIFE IMPRISON- 
MENT WITHOUT PAROLE IMPOSED. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. KYLE O. BERRY 


No. 389A01 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


1. Jury— selection—capital trial—qualification for both 
phases 


An assignment of error in a first-degree murder prosecution 
concerning potential jurors with reservations about the death 
penalty was not restricted to the sentencing proceeding even 
though defendant raised it in that context. A trial court may not 
select a panel for the guilt-innocence phase with the understand- 
ing that different jurors will be substituted at sentencing. 


2. Jury— selection—capital trial—reservations about death 
penalty—inconsistent answers 


The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a capital 
first-degree murder prosecution by excusing for cause a pros- 
pective juror whose answers were inconsistent but who could 
not state that he would follow the law if the evidence were 
circumstantial. 


3. Jury— selection—capital trial—reservations about death 
penalty—unalterable views 


The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first- 
degree murder prosecution by excusing a potential juror for 
cause where she was unalterably opposed to the death pen- 
alty. Mere opposition does not disqualify a juror who can set 
aside her personal beliefs and follow the law; in this case, the 
court asked an additional question to determine that the opposi- 
tion was unalterable. 
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4. Jury— selection—capital trial—reservations about death 
penalty—equivocal answers 
The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first- 
degree murder prosecution by excusing a potential juror for 
cause where the juror’s responses on the death penalty were 
arguably equivocal, but his final answer indicates that the court 
properly interpreted his answers as unambiguous opposition to 
the death penalty regardless of the law or the evidence. 


5. Evidence— prior crimes or acts—prior murder—admissible 


The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder prosecu- 
tion by admitting evidence of a prior murder where the court 
carefully studied the substance of the evidence, reviewed the 
applicable law, considered the arguments of counsel, deter- 
mined that the probative value was not substantially exceeded 
by unfair prejudice, determined that the evidence was 
tendered to establish the permissible factors that defendant 
killed this witness to silence her, and gave limiting instructions. 


6. Evidence— murder prosecution—gang membership—not 
prejudicial 
There was no prejudicial error in a capital first-degree mur- 
der prosecution in an officer’s testimony that this case was 
assigned to a “gang unit” where the attorneys and judge mistak- 
enly thought that the door had been opened, but the witness 
made only a single brief reference and there was no indication 
that the outcome of the trial would have been any different with- 
out the testimony. 


7. Evidence— gang nickname and _  involvement—not 
prejudicial 
In light of evidence of defendant’s guilt, there was no preju- 
dicial error in a first-degree murder prosecution from evidence 
about defendant’s gang nickname, testimony that a witness was 
afraid of defendant’s friends, testimony that the victim was in a 
gang with defendant, testimony that a cellmate did not like to 
sleep with defendant in the room, and testimony that an EMT 
first saw defendant in a group which the EMT thought may have 
been up to no good. 
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Constitutional Law— effective assistance of counsel—con- 
cession of guilt—Harbison waiver—not conditional— 
insanity plea not pursued—concession still valid 


The trial court in a capital first-degree murder prosecution 
was justified in assuming that a Harbison waiver remained valid 
throughout the trial where the waiver was given in anticipation of 
an insanity plea, defendant's opening argument admitted possible 
participation but argued insanity, and the insanity plea was not 
pursued after the prosecution revealed new evidence during the 
trial. Defendant did not expressly or impliedly condition his con- 
sent to acknowledge guilt upon presentation of an insanity 
defense and never formally withdrew his plea. 


. Discovery— criminal—statement revealed during trial—no 


sanctions 


The trial court did not err during a capital first-degree murder 
prosecution by not imposing sanctions where the State revealed 
a statement during trial which defendant suggested would have 
changed the decision to enter an insanity plea. Defendant 
received the substance of this statement through another state- 
ment that was provided to defendant, and no Brady violation 
occurred. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—impact on murder 
victim’s family 

The trial court in a capital first-degree murder prosecution 
did not abuse its discretion by overruling defendant’s objection to 
the prosecutor’s comments about the 16-year-old victim’s age, her 
expression, the fact that her parents are left with only pho- 
tographs and memories, and his speculation that the victim may 
have married and had children. The life the prosecutor posited 
for the victim was a conventional one. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—vouching for 
another prosecutor 


There was no prejudicial error in a capital first-degree mur- 
der prosecution where the prosecutor in his closing argument 
came perilously close to vouching for another prosecutor, but 
abandoned the argument after defendant’s objection, even 
though the objection was overruled. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 
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Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—prior murder vic- 
tim raped 

There was no error in a capital first-degree murder prose- 
cution where the prosecutor suggested in his closing argument 
that a prior murder victim had been raped. The prosecutor’s argu- 
ment was triggered by defendant's cross-examination of a wit- 
ness, the focus of the prosecutor’s argument was on information 
from the witness that was not known to the public, and the argu- 
ment represented a permissible inference of motive rather than 
an appeal to passion. 


Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—acquittal putting 
others at risk 

There was no prejudicial error in a capital first-degree mur- 
der prosecution in light of the evidence of defendant’s guilt where 
the prosecutor improperly argued that an acquittal would put 
others at risk, but the improper comment consisted of a single 
sentence and was abandoned immediately. 


Sentencing— capital—aggravating circumstance—course 
of conduct—instruction 

There was plain error in a capital sentencing proceeding 
where the court’s instruction on course of conduct allowed the 
jury to find the aggravating circumstance based on a prior mur- 
der without finding that the past and present murders were part 
of a course of conduct.N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11). 


Sentencing—  capital—aggravating circumstances— 
overlapping 

There was sufficient evidence in a capital sentencing pro- 
ceeding to support the overlapping aggravating circumstances 
that the murder was committed to avoid arrest and that the mur- 
der was part of a course of conduct. Each circumstance was 
offered for a different purpose and there was separate and sub- 
stantial evidence to support each circumstance individually. 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11), N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(4). 


Appeal as of right pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-27(a) from a judg- 


ment imposing a sentence of death entered by Lanier, J., on 30 March 
2001 in Superior Court, New Hanover County, upon a jury verdict 
finding defendant guilty of first-degree murder. Heard in the Supreme 
Court 14 October 2002. 
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Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by John H. Watters, Special 
Deputy Attorney General, for the State. 


Thomas K. Maher for defendant-appellant. 


EDMUNDS, Justice. 


Defendant Kyle Berry was indicted for the first-degree murder of 
Margaret Theresa Fetter. He was convicted on the basis of premedi- 
tation and deliberation and sentenced to death. 


The State presented evidence that Timothy Ratliff was eating at a 
McDonald’s restaurant in Wilmington on 5 November 1998. He was 
approached by Bobby Autry, who asked for a cigarette. Autry, accom- 
panied by Theresa Fetter, the victim, later returned to Ratliff and 
asked Ratliff to rent a motel room for him. They all drove to a Motel 
Six on Market Street, where Fetter provided funds to Ratliff. Ratliff 
entered the motel, rented a room, and gave the receipt to Fetter. 


Later that same day, Erwin Hegwer received a telephone call 
from his step-grandson, Jon Malonee. In response to the call, Hegwer 
drove to the Motel Six, where he picked up Malonee, defendant, 
Autry, Josh Whitney, and Fetter. He dropped them off at the parking 
lot of the Food Lion grocery store at Seventeenth Street and South 
College Road in Wilmington. Malonee later called Hegwer again 
about 1:30 a.m. on 6 November 1998. Hegwer drove to New Hanover 
Regional Hospital, where he picked up Malonee, defendant, and 
Autry and took them back to the Motel Six. When he asked where 
“the girl” was, he was told that Whitney had driven her home. 


Defendant and the others were at the hospital because defend- 
ant’s hand had been lacerated. Emergency medical technicians 
(EMTs) had responded to the Food Lion parking lot at approximately 
12:30 a.m. Defendant left a group of people, approached the EMT 
vehicle, and displayed the cut. A Wilmington police officer who had 
also responded asked defendant about the injury. Defendant reported 
that he had fallen behind the Food Lion while walking home from a 
friend’s house. He could neither name the friend nor describe where 
the house was, and the officer was unable to find any glass or other 
material that might have caused the injury. The EMTs bandaged 
defendant’s hand and transported him to the hospital, where he was 
examined by Dr. Thomas E. Parent, an orthopedic surgeon who spe- 
cializes in hand surgery. Dr. Parent later operated on defendant’s 
hand on 11 November 1998. It was Dr. Parent’s opinion as an expert 
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in the field of orthopedic treatment and surgery that defendant’s 
injury did not result from a fall, but was consistent with defendant 
having been cut by a knife. 


Fetters body was found on 24 November 1998. At that time, 
Autry was incarcerated in the New Hanover County jail. Autry had 
spoken with Wrightsville Beach Police Officer Hovie Pope on 23 
November 1998, and as a result of the conversation, Pope checked 
Autry out of jail the next day. They drove to an area near Seventeenth 
Street and South College Road, where they walked down a trail into 
a wooded lot and observed a badly decomposed corpse. The body 
was near the SPEC day care center, not far from the Food Lion on 
Seventeenth Street and South College Road. Being unsure which 
agency had jurisdiction, Officer Pope called investigators from both 
the New Hanover Sheriff's Department and the Wilmington Police 
Department. When the investigators arrived, Officer Pope showed 
them pieces of pipe and a knife, all of which he had observed at the 
scene. Wilmington Police Detective Thomas Witkowski recovered a 
twenty-four-inch piece of pipe near the body and a forty-eight-inch 
piece of pipe at the back of a nearby parking area. He also discovered 
a folding knife with a red handle. SBI Agent Dennis Honeycutt 
sprayed the area with luminol, a chemical that reacts to blood, 
and saw indications of a blood trail near the point where the victim’s 
body was found. 


In a pocket of Fetter’s pants, investigators found a receipt from 
the Motel Six dated 5-6 November 1998, in the name of Timothy 
Ratliff. The autopsy of Fetter’s body was conducted by Dr. John 
Butts, who noted two cutting injuries to the left forehead. He also 
observed broken bones around the left eye and two breaks in the left 
jaw, which he characterized as blunt-force injuries. Indentations in 
the left rear of the victim’s skull indicated to him that she had been 
twice struck with a sharp object. In addition, he observed injuries to 
the victim’s hands, which he characterized as defensive wounds suf- 
fered as she tried to ward off blows. The victim’s lungs showed signs 
of infection or pneumonia, indicating that the head injuries had not 
killed her outright. Dr. Butts’ expert opinion was that she died as a 
result of blunt-force injuries. 


Defendant made a number of statements to others about the mur- 
der. In so doing, he explained that he killed Fetter to keep her from 
talking about a murder he had previously committed on 17 or 18 
September 1998. During a conversation with his friend David Surles, 
defendant said he had seen a woman, later determined to be Lisa 
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Maves, while at the beach. He related that the woman was upset, so 
he talked with her and had sex with her. Defendant then said that the 
woman afterwards was “freaking out,” so he stabbed her in the head 
with a bottle. Defendant told Surles that Fetter knew about this 
earlier killing of Lisa Maves and that he slit Fetter’s throat to keep her 
from telling about it. Defendant stated that he had dumped Fetter’s 
body behind the SPEC building. In his court testimony about this con- 
versation, Surles added that defendant’s nickname, “Crazy K,” came 
from “gang members and stuff.” 


Marvin Harper testified that while he was in the New Hanover 
County jail, he heard defendant and Josh Whitley talking about the 
killing of a young girl who was found on Highway 132. Harper also 
heard defendant say that he killed the girl found on Highway 132 
because he knew she would testify against him about the girl on 
the beach. 


Paul Venth testified that he had shared a jail cell with defendant 
in August and September 1999. Defendant told Venth about an inci- 
dent when he and Jon Malonee were with a woman on the beach. 
When the woman became angry, defendant said he stabbed her in the 
side of the head, and the knife became stuck. He added that stabbing 
someone in the head was quick, efficient, and silent, and that the 
killing had made him feel good. Defendant related that he and 
Malonee put her body in the water but the tide washed it ashore. 
Defendant also stated that he killed Fetter to keep her from talking 
about the earlier murder and about other crimes of his with which 
she was familiar. Defendant said Fetter was led into the woods where 
Bobby Autry hit her first with a metal bar. When defendant tried to 
stab her, his folding knife closed over his fingers and cut his hand so 
badly that he had to go to the hospital. Defendant added that when he 
and others returned to the scene the next day, Fetter had apparently 
crawled a short distance, so they moved the body back and covered 
it with leaves. 


Rachael Williams testified that she had been Fetter’s friend. In 
October 1998, Fetter told Williams that she knew that Jon Malonee 
and defendant were involved in a murder at Wrightsville Beach and 
feared that they were going to try to kill her. 


The State provided evidence to corroborate defendant’s 
admissions that he had participated in the murder of Lisa Maves. Dr. 
John Almeida, an expert in forensic pathology, conducted the 
autopsy. He testified that Maves had two stab wounds to the 
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head, one of which had penetrated the brain. He also found 
symptoms of other blunt-trauma wounds to the head. In his opinion, 
Maves died as a result of the blunt trauma. He added that stab 
wounds to the head are unusual. 


Defendant was indicted for the first-degree murder of Fetter. He 
was also indicted for the murder of Maves, but the trial court denied 
the State’s motion to join the cases for trial. However, the court did 
permit the State to present evidence of the Maves killing during 
defendant’s trial for the murder of Fetter. In preparation for trial, 
defense counsel! filed notice of intent to rely on the defense of insan- 
ity. Accordingly, defendant was evaluated at Dorothea Dix Hospital in 
Raleigh. On 15 February 2001, defendant was picked up at Dix by offi- 
cials of the New Hanover County Sheriff's Department for return to 
Wilmington. Despite being shackled, defendant escaped from the 
deputies’ van when it reached Wilmington but was apprehended 
about an hour and a half later. 


Although defendant had provided notice of a proposed defense of 
insanity and predicted such a defense to the jury during his opening 
statement, he did not present evidence during the guilt-innocence 
portion of his trial. On 23 March 2001, defendant was convicted of the 
first-degree murder of Theresa Fetter on the basis of premeditation 
and deliberation. The State did not offer additional evidence during 
the sentencing proceeding. Defendant presented evidence of mental 
disorders not amounting to insanity. Other evidence indicated that 
defendant suffered from substance-abuse problems and was 
impaired at the time of the offense. Defendant also adduced evidence 
that a head injury suffered in an earlier automobile accident had led 
to changes in his personality. 


At sentencing, the jury found the aggravating circumstances that 
the murder was especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel; that the mur- 
der was part of a course of conduct including other crimes of vio- 
lence against another person or persons; and that the murder was 
committed to prevent arrest or to effect defendant’s escape. The 
jury also found the statutory mitigating circumstances that the mur- 
der was committed while defendant was under the influence of a 
mental or emotional] disturbance and that defendant’s capacity to 
appreciate the criminality of his conduct or to conform his conduct 
to the requirements of the law was impaired. In addition, the 
jury found six nonstatutory mitigating circumstances and the catchall 
mitigating circumstance. The jury then found that the mitigating cir- 
cumstances were insufficient to outweigh the aggravating circum- 
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stances and recommended a sentence of death. Sentence was 
imposed on 30 March 2001. 


JURY SELECTION ISSUES 


[1] Defendant argues that the trial court improperly excused for 
cause three prospective jurors who expressed reservations about 
imposing the death penalty. We note at the outset that defendant has 
raised this assignment of error in the context of the sentencing pro- 
ceeding, and one comment by defense counsel to the court during 
voir dire suggested that a juror might be qualified as to the guilt-inno- 
cence phase only. However, we have held that a trial court may not 
select for the guilt-innocence phase of a trial a panel of jurors, some 
of whom oppose the death penalty while others are not so opposed, 
with the understanding that different jurors, all of whom are unop- 
posed to the death penalty, will be substituted for the sentencing pro- 
ceeding. State v. Bondurant, 309 N.C. 674, 681-82, 309 S.E.2d 170, 
175-76 (1983); see also N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(a)(2) (2001). Accordingly, 
we will not restrict our consideration of this assignment of error to 
the sentencing proceeding. 


A prospective juror may be excused for cause when “[ajs a 
matter of conscience, regardless of the facts and circumstances, 
[the juror} would be unable to render a verdict with respect to 
the charge in accordance with the law of North Carolina.” N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-1212(8) (2001). A prospective juror is not disqualified for hav- 
ing strong feelings against the death penalty as long as the juror can 
put those feelings aside and apply the law. State v. Brogden, 334 
N.C. 39, 43, 430 S.E.2d 905, 907-08 (1993). However, where a pros- 
pective juror indicates that he or she cannot follow the law as 
given by the trial judge’s instructions, it is error not to excuse that 
prospective juror. State v. Hightower, 331 N.C. 636, 641, 417 S.E.2d 
237, 240 (1992). 


“[T]o determine whether a prospective juror may be excused for 
cause due to that juror’s views on capital punishment, the 
trial court must consider whether those views would ‘|“jpre- 
vent or substantially impair the performance of his duties as a 
juror in accordance with his instructions and his oath.[”]’ 
Wainwright v. Witt, 469 U.S. 412, 424, 83 L. Ed. 2d 841, 851-52 
(1985) [(quoting Adams v. Texas, 448 U.S. 38, 45, 65 L. Ed. 2d 581, 
589 (1980))].” State v. Bowman, 349 N.C. 459, 469-70, 509 S.E.2d 
428, 435 (1998), cert. denied, [527] U.S. [1040], [144] L. Ed. 2d 
[802] (1999). 
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State v. Hedgepeth, 350 N.C. 776, 794, 517 S.E.2d 605, 616 (1999) (first 
through fourth alterations in original), cert. denied, 529 U.S. 1006, 146 
L. Ed. 2d 223 (2000). A judge may excuse a prospective juror who has 
not been challenged by either party if the judge determines that 
grounds for a challenge for cause are present. N.C.G.S. § 15A-1211(d) 
(2001). Challenges for cause lie within the discretion of the trial court 
and are reviewed for abuse of discretion. State v. Kennedy, 320 N.C. 
20, 28-29, 357 S.E.2d 359, 364 (1987). 


[2] Defendant first contends that prospective juror Powell was 
improperly excused. When Powell initially was questioned by the 
court, he stated that he could follow the evidence and the law and 
that he thought the death penalty was an acceptable punishment. The 
prosecutor then used voir dire to walk Powell through a capital trial 
and sentencing proceeding, at the conclusion of which Powell reiter- 
ated that he thought he could fairly apply the law. The prosecutor 
next discussed the nature of circumstantial evidence and advised 
Powell that the State would present circumstantial evidence both to 
establish defendant’s intent and also as to “other evidence.” Referring 
to sentencing, Powell responded, “If there were no direct evidence, it 
was all circumstantial, I don’t know if I could do that.” The prosecu- 
tor continued: 


Q. So even if you were convinced, beyond a reasonable doubt, 
that he was—there was an aggravating factor—first of all, he was 
guilty. 


A. Okay. 


Q. And if you were convinced, beyond a reasonable doubt, 
that the aggravating factor existed and it outweighed the miti- 
gating factors, and it was substantially sufficient to call for the 
death penalty, in a circumstantial evidence case, you would not 
be able to— 


A. No, I can’t do that. 


At that point, defense counsel then asked the court to pro- 
vide prospective juror Powell with the pattern instruction on 
the difference between direct and circumstantial evidence. The 
prosecutor moved to strike Powell for cause. The court denied 
the State’s motion, recited to the prospective juror the pat- 
tern instruction requested by defense counsel, and the colloquy 
continued: 
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[PROSPECTIVE JUROR POWELL]: For me to decide between life or 
death of an individual, I know what the law says. 


THE Court: Okay. 


[PROSPECTIVE JUROR POWELL]: But I'm going to have to have some 
direct evidence. If it were 100 percent circumstantial, I don’t 
think I could do that. 


THE Court: All right. I’m going to allow it for cause. 


The court denied defendant’s motion to rehabilitate prospective 
juror Powell. 


We have held that there is no distinction between the weight to 
be given to direct and circumstantial evidence. 


Circumstantial evidence and direct evidence are subject to 
the same test for sufficiency, State v. Sokolowski, 351 N.C. 1387, 
143, 522 S.E.2d 65, 69 (1999), and the law does not distinguish 
between the weight given to direct and circumstantial evidence, 
State v. Adcock, 310 N.C. 1, 36, 310 S.E.2d 587, 607 (1984). 
““Premeditation and deliberation generally must be established 
by circumstantial evidence, because both are processes of 
the mind not ordinarily susceptible to proof by direct evi- 
dence.’” Sokolowski, 351 N.C. at 144, 522 S.E.2d at 70 (quot- 
ing State v. Rose, 335 N.C. 301, 318, 439 S.E.2d 518, 527, 
cert. denied, 512 U.S. 1246, 129 L. Ed. 2d 883 (1994), and over- 
ruled on other grounds by State v. Buchanan, 353 N.C. 332, 543 
S.E.2d 823 (2001)). 


State v. Parker, 354 N.C. 268, 279, 553 S.E.2d 885, 894 (2001), cert. 
denied, —— U.S. —, 153 L. Ed. 2d 162 (2002). Because the prospec- 
tive juror was unable or unwilling to state that he would follow the 
law, the court properly allowed the motion to strike for cause. 
Although prospective juror Powell’s answers were not consistent dur- 
ing voir dire, in that he sometimes stated that he could follow the 
law, while other times he qualified his answers by adding that he 
would require more than circumstantial evidence, “[t]he trial court 
has the opportunity to see and hear a juror and has the discretion, 
based on its observations and sound judgment, to determine whether 
a juror can be fair and impartial.” State v. Dickens, 346 N.C. 26, 42, 
484 S.E.2d 553, 561 (1997). In light of Powell’s final assertion that he 
could not follow the law if the evidence were circumstantial, the trial 
court did not abuse its discretion in excusing him for cause. 
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[3] Defendant next contends that prospective juror Bixby was 
improperly excused for cause. When she was called into the jury box, 
the trial court commented on the fact that she was a teacher and 
asked her if she had heard the initial instructions given to all prospec- 
tive jurors in the case. Bixby responded by pointing out potential 
scheduling conflicts: 


[PROSPECTIVE JUROR BIxBy]: .. . [ didn’t realize—you never men- 
tioned how long this was going to take for the trial period, and I 
have reservations for school vacation which begins the 11th, and 
I also have an appointment for a sleep apnea test on the 25th and 
[2]6th of March that I’ve waited for since the beginning of 
January. 


THE Court: Since the beginning of last June? 
A. January. 


Q. Last January, all right. All right, ’ve got one question I’ve got 
to ask before we go any further. What are Gold Wing Road 
Riders? 


. Motorcycle club. 

You’re a member of a motorcycle gang? 
Uh-huh. 

Okay. 


> o> OP 


. That’s just a spark of my life. 


Q. Well, my brother is into that. I see here you do not believe in 
the death penalty. 


A. No. 
Q. Is that an unalterable belief? 
A. Yes. ’m Roman Catholic and I don’t believe in it. 


THE Court: All right. ’m going to excuse you for cause. 
You're free to go. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. And motion to rehabilitate. 
THE COURT: Okay. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Thank you. 
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THE COURT: Maybe we ought to say cause and personal hard- 
ship. That will make it look a bit better. 


Defendant correctly points out that mere opposition to the death 
penalty does not disqualify a prospective juror if the juror can set 
aside his or her personal beliefs and follow the law. However, the 
court here asked an additional question and determined that prospec- 
tive juror Bixby’s opposition was unalterable. A prospective juror 
who will not follow the law may be excused for cause. “A juror is 
properly excused for cause based on his views on capital punishment 
if those views would prevent or impair the performance of his duties 
as a juror in accordance with his instructions and his oath.” State v. 
Richardson, 346 N.C. 520, 529-30, 488 S.E.2d 148, 153 (1997) (citing 
Wainwright v. Witt, 469 U.S. at 424, 83 L. Ed. 2d at 851-52), cert. 
denied, 522 U.S. 1056, 189 L. Ed. 2d 652 (1998). Accordingly, the 
court did not abuse its discretion in excusing prospective juror 
Bixby for cause. 


[4] Finally, defendant argues that prospective juror Smith was 
improperly excused for cause. When Smith was called to the jury 
box, the following exchange ensued: 


THE CourRT: All right, Mr. Smith, good afternoon. 
[PROSPECTIVE JUROR SMITH]: Good afternoon. 


@. [see here from your jury questionnaire that you are telling me 
that you are opposed to capital punishment. 


A. Yes. 


Q. All right. Now, the State of North Carolina does not require its 
citizens to take one view or the other. You're free to believe ever 
how [sic] you want to on the issue of capital punishment, because 
it is a matter about which reasonable minds can differ. However, 
the law of this state is that, for first degree murder, some first 
degree murder, not every first degree murder, the state has 
declared that, for certain first degree murders, capital punish- 
ment is an appropriate punishment. Now, the test as to whether 
or not you Can serve as a juror in this case is whether or not you 
can put aside your personal feelings and follow the law of this 
state as I give it to you in making a determination as to the guilt 
or innocence of this defendant. And then, if we reach the sen- 
tencing phase, to properly and fairly weigh both possible penal- 
ties, both the death penalty and life in prison without parole. So 
you're the only one that knows. 
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So can you follow the law, or are your feelings and your—or 
your moral tenets such that it would be impossible for you to fol- 
low the law? 


A. Would you repeat that? 


Q. I say, knowing that the law of North Carolina is that the death 
penalty is considered an appropriate punishment for some first 
degree murders, the question whether you're suitable for this 
case or not is not what you believe, but whether you can follow 
the law, in spite of what you believe. You know that. You're the 
only one that knows. I mean, can you set aside your personal 
beliefs against the death penalty in this particular case and base 
your decision on the law of North Carolina and the evidence that 
you hear from the witness stand? 


A. I don’t know. 

Q. Okay. What do you think? 
A. Based on what J believe? 
Q 


. Yes, sir. 


> 


. I believe that an individual that’s found guilty should spend 
the rest of his life in prison. 


Q. So, in other words, if you were on this jury and it got to the 
sentencing phase, you would automatically vote for life impris- 
onment without parole? 


A. I believe I would. 


Q. Okay. You could not even consider the other possibility of the 
death penalty? 


A. It would probably be hard to consider. 


Q. Okay. Well, hard is—I hope it’s hard for everybody to con- 
sider, because it’s serious, it’s a serious decision; but the ques- 
tion is, can you fairly consider both possible punishments, or 
are your feelings such that you would automatically vote for life 
in prison? 


A. I think I would possibly vote for life in prison. 
Q. Regardless of what the evidence was? 


A. I think I would. 
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Q. Okay. And regardless of what the law is? 
A. I think I would. 
Q. All right. Well, I appreciate your telling it to us just like it is. 


THE Court: And I think he is unequivocal in his opposition. I 
am going to excuse him for cause. Mr. Weber? 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Judge, we would like to object and move 
to rehabilitate and ask the court to inquire as to his ability to sit 
at guilt/innocence. 


THE Court: Okay. Well, your motion to rehabilitate is denied, 
but I will—Would you have any problem in just sitting in the 
guilt/innocence phase, knowing if you find him guilty, the next 
step is to determine punishment? 


[PROSPECTIVE JUROR SMITH]: I think that I probably could, but 
you do understand that that would still be my stand? 


THE Court: I understand. Thank you very much. 


The court’s original questions correctly set out the law and a 
juror’s responsibility to follow the law, even where it conflicted with 
the juror’s individual beliefs. Although prospective juror Smith’s 
answers are arguably equivocal in that he said only that he “thought” 
he would respond in a certain way, his final comment to the court 
about his “stand” indicates that the court properly interpreted his ear- 
lier answers as unambiguous opposition to the death penalty regard- 
less of the law or evidence. See State v. Syriani, 333 N.C. 350, 371, 
428 S.E.2d 118, 128-29, cert. denied, 510 U.S. 948, 126 L. Ed. 2d 341 
(1993). The experienced trial court was in the best position to 
observe this prospective juror and to evaluate his answers, State v. 
Dickens, 346 N.C. at 42, 484 S.E.2d at 561, and did not abuse its dis- 
cretion in excusing Smith. This assignment of error is overruled. 


GUILT-INNOCENCE ISSUES 


[5] Defendant argues that the trial court erred in admitting irrelevant 
and unfairly prejudicial evidence relating to the slaying of Lisa Maves. 
Defendant’s position is that the evidence was unnecessarily inflam- 
matory, especially in light of defendant’s tactical decision to concede 
at trial some participation in Fetter’s murder. 


Only relevant evidence is admissible. N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 402 
(2001). Relevant evidence is “evidence having any tendency to make 
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the existence of any fact that is of consequence to the determination 
of the action more probable or less probable than it would be with- 
out the evidence.” N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 401 (2001). Even relevant evi- 
dence may be inadmissible if the probative effect of the evidence is 
substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice. N.C.G:S. 
§ 8C-1, Rule 403 (2001). However, the balancing of these factors lies 
“within the sound discretion of the trial court, and the trial court’s 
ruling should not be overturned on appeal unless the ruling was ‘man- 
ifestly unsupported by reason or [was] so arbitrary that it could not 
have been the result of a reasoned decision.’ ” State v. Hyde, 352 N.C. 
37, 55, 530 S.E.2d 281, 293 (2000) (quoting State v. Hennis, 323 N.C. 
279, 285, 372 S.E.2d 523, 527 (1988)), cert. denied, 531 U.S. 1114, 148 
L. Ed. 2d 775 (2001). 


Even if a trial court concludes that evidence of a defendant’s 
other crimes or bad acts is admissible under Rule 403, the court must 
then determine whether the evidence should be excluded pursuant to 
Rule 404, which provides: 


Evidence of other crimes, wrongs, or acts is not admissible to 
prove the character of a person in order to show that he acted in 
conformity therewith. It may, however, be admissible for other 
purposes, such as proof of motive, opportunity, intent, prepara- 
tion, plan, knowledge, identity, or absence of mistake, entrap- 
ment or accident. 


N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 404(b) (2001). We have held that Rule 404(b) is 
a rule of inclusion, subject to the single exception that such evidence 
must be excluded if its only probative value is to show that defend- 
ant has the propensity or disposition to commit an offense of the 
nature of the crime charged. State w. Coffey, 326 N.C. 268, 278-79, 389 
S.E.2d 48, 54 (1990). 


The record shows that the trial court considered the admissibil- 
ity of the evidence pertaining to Lisa Maves at the beginning of the 
trial. After the prosecutor made an oral proffer of the evidence, the 
court allowed defendant to be heard in opposition. The court then 
advised counsel that it had reviewed the relevant cases and con- 
cluded that the evidence was admissible pursuant to Rule 404(b). The 
court added that it would provide the jury with a limiting instruction 
at the proper time. Accordingly, when the prosecutor first introduced 
evidence related to Lisa Maves through witness David Surles, the 
court instructed as follows: 
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Ladies and gentlemen, the State of North Carolina is starting to 
offer evidence of the conduct of the defendant which occurred 
before the offense for which he is being tried, okay. Now, this evi- 
dence is offered for a very limited purpose and may be consid- 
ered by you only for that limited purpose. The purpose for which 
this evidence is offered is to establish the intent of the defend- 
ant, which is a necessary element of the crime charged in this 
case, as well as his motive and knowledge. It is the jury’s respon- 
sibility to determine if this evidence does, in fact, show all or any 
or none of those things. You are to consider this evidence solely 
for the purpose of establishing the motive, intent, knowledge of 
the person or persons responsible for the death of [the victim]. 
All right. 


The court gave similar instructions before the testimony of State’s 
witnesses Marvin Harper and Paul Venth. 


Based on this record, we find no error in the court’s admission of 
the evidence. Although defendant correctly characterizes the evi- 
dence of the Maves murder as prejudicial, the test is whether the prej- 
udice was unfair. See N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 403. The trial court 
showed exemplary caution in its handling of this evidence. It care- 
fully studied the substance of the evidence, reviewed the applicable 
law, and considered the arguments of counsel before determining 
that the probative value of the evidence was not substantially 
exceeded by any unfairly prejudicial impact. After determining that 
Rule 403 did not require exclusion of the evidence, the court then 
considered whether the evidence was being offered for a proper pur- 
pose under Rule 404, to establish defendant’s intent, motive, and 
knowledge. Defendant’s comments to others that he killed Fetter to 
prevent her from talking about the Maves murder readily fits all three 
of these permissible purposes. 


Defendant cites State v. Morgan, 315 N.C. 626, 340 S.E.2d 84 
(1986), and State v. Mills, 83 N.C. App. 606, 351 S.E.2d 130 (1986), to 
support his argument that evidence of the Maves murder was not 
admissible. In Morgan, the defendant in a murder case claimed he 
shot the victim in self-defense. State v. Morgan, 315 N.C. at 631, 340 
S.E.2d at 88. While conducting his recross-examination of the defend- 
ant, the prosecutor asked about a separate incident when the defend- 
ant had pointed his shotgun at others. Jd. Apparently, the prosecutor 
did not seek a ruling on the admissibility of this evidence prior to 
trial, the trial court did not conduct a weighing test pursuant to Rule 
403, and defendant did not request a limiting instruction. Jd. at 632, 
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640, 340 S.E.2d at 88, 93. The State argued that the evidence rebutted 
the defendant’s claim that he was acting in self-defense when he shot 
the victim. We held that it was error for the trial court to allow the 
prosecutor's cross-examination of the defendant, undertaken for the 
purpose of establishing that the defendant’s character for violence 
negated his claim of self-defense. Id. at 639, 340 S.E.2d at 93. A simi- 
lar scenario arose in State v. Mills, with the significant difference 
that the State sought to disprove the defendant’s claim of self-defense 
by offering evidence of a prior assault by the defendant on the same 
victim. State v. Mills, 88 N.C. App. at 609-10, 351 S.E.2d at 132. The 
Court of Appeals, citing Morgan, held that the evidence was not 
admissible under Rule 404(b). Jd. at 611-12, 351 S.E.2d at 133-34. 


Morgan and Mills are distinguishable. In both those cases, the 
evidence was offered only to show that, at the time of the offenses in 
question, the defendant was acting in conformity with his aggressive 
character. In the case at bar, the evidence was tendered to establish 
the permissible factors that defendant knowingly and intentionally 
killed Theresa Fetter in order to silence her. This assignment of error 
is overruled. 


[6] Defendant argues that the trial court improperly admitted preju- 
dicial evidence that defendant was a member of a gang. Defendant 
cites the testimony of Wilmington Police Lieutenant Maultsby, who 
testified that the case was assigned to the “gang unit”; Surles’ testi- 
mony that defendant had a gang nickname; Williams’ testimony that 
the victim was in the gang; EMT Eric Kasulis’ testimony that he first 
observed defendant at the Food Lion parking lot in a group that might 
have been up to no good; and Venth’s testimony that he did not like 
being asleep in his cell with defendant. 


Lieutenant Maultsby testified that after the victim’s body was 
found, his agency assumed responsibility for the investigation. 
During his direct examination, the following exchange took place: 


[PROSECUTOR]: Okay. And did you—what did you do next? 


A. I stood by for a period of time to oversee the processing. | 
requested our ID technicians come out. Captain Carey, who was 
my supervisor, also arrived, and we discussed some other 
avenues as far as processing the crime scene. I know that 
Sergeant Clatty, who was assigned to the gang unit— 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection, Judge. We need to voir dire 
this witness at this juncture. 
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THE Court: Approach the bench. 
(A BENCH CONFERENCE WAS HELD AS FOLLOWS: )! 


THE CourT: All right, folks, this gang business has already 
been brought up because y’all said she had to get beat out of it. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: [Co-counsel] made the _ objection, 
not me. 


{DEFENSE COUNSEL]: The door has been opened. I didn’t know 
how far down the road with this gang thing we were going. 


[PROSECUTOR]: Y’all opened the door. 
THE CourRT: We'll go some distance because the door is there. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: It’s not in evidence. I realize that, but nei- 
ther is the admission that you made in your opening statement as 
to [defendant’s] sanity, but the jury knows it. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: We can’t put the toothpaste back in 
the tube. 


THE Court: That’s right. 
THE CouRT: You may answer the question. 
Q. Go ahead, Officer Maultsby. 


A. I had requested Sergeant Clatty, who is also assigned to our 
unit, to bring a video camera that they had acquired. We also con- 
tacted some members of the traffic unit who had some laser 
technology, for the purpose of getting accurate measurements, 
since this was a large wooded lot. 


Defendant accurately argues that, despite everyone’s mistaken 
recollections to the contrary during the bench conference, the door 
had not yet been opened because the earlier references to gang activ- 
ity had taken place outside the presence of the jury. However, the 
transcript reveals that during his entire testimony, Lieutenant 
Maultsby made this single brief reference to gangs, and defendant 
objected immediately. Although the court overruled the objection, 
Lieutenant Maultsby never again spoke of gangs. In light of the fact 
that the witness did not testify that defendant was part of a gang or 
even make a direct connection between Sergeant Clatty’s formal 


1. Although it appears that the speakers may not be correctly identified in the 
following exchange, we have quoted from the official trial transcript. 
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assignment and his participation in this investigation, and the fact 
that Lieutenant Maultsby thereafter addressed only the details of the 
investigation, we are unable to hold that defendant has shown that 
the outcome of the trial would have been any different if this evi- 
dence had been excluded. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-14438(a) (2001); see also 
State v. Williams, 355 N.C. 501, 538, 565 S.E.2d 609, 631 (2002); State 
v. Braxton, 352 N.C. 158, 183, 531 S.E.2d 428, 442-43 (2000), cert. 
denied, 531 U.S. 1180, 148 L. Ed. 2d 797 (2001). 


{7] Defendant claims that witness Surles’ testimony as to defendant’s 
nickname was prejudicial. The record shows that the matter was first 
broached on cross-examination: 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Now, Mr. Surles, you did know [defendant] 
good enough to know what his nickname is, don't you? 


A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. What’s his nickname? 
[PROSECUTOR]: Objection. 
THE Court: Overruled. 
A. Crazy K. 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: I have no further questions. 
THE Court: Okay. 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION BY [THE PROSECUTOR]: 
Q. Do you know where he got the nickname? 
A. No, I do not. | 
Q. How would you describe your friendship— 
' ALTERNATE JUROR THREE: We couldn't hear the nickname. 
THE Court: What did you say his nickname was? 


THE WITNESS: Crazy K. 


Q. How did you know his nickname is Crazy K? 


A. Just from past people. 
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. From past people? 
. Yes, sir. 
Did he ever call himself Crazy K? 
Yes, sir. 
Did he tell you where it came from? 
No, sir. 
Did you—who were these past people? 
Past gang members and stuff. 
. Whose gang members? 


. People that he associated with. 


OrOororporore 


. Do you know if he was in a gang? 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE CourT: Sustained. 
@. What people did he associate with? 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: I think he can give names, if he’s got them. 


THE WITNESS: I can’t remember exactly what names, but I 
know as far as the Crips. 


Q. Who were the Crips? 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Sustained. 
[PROSECUTOR]: Your Honor, he opened the door. 
THE Court: Hmm. 
| PROSECUTOR]: He asked about the nickname. 
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: All I asked about was the nickname. 
THE Court: That’s right. 


Q. Do you know what that nickname is—strike that. Do you 
know where the nickname comes from? 
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{DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. He answered that already. 
THE Court: Approach the bench. 
(A BENCH CONFERENCE WAS HELD AS FOLLOWS:) 


THE Court: All right, I thought I had previously ruled that 
we're not going to get into any extensive discussions of gang 
activity. 


[PROSECUTOR]: Well, the nickname is a gang name. He opened 
the door. That’s his gang name. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: He said he doesn’t know where it 
came from. 


THE Court: He’s answered that, then. 


[PROSECUTOR]: If he knows it’s a gang name, can we ask 
him that? 


THE Court: No. You’ve asked him if he knew where it came 
from and he said no. 


[PROSECUTOR]: Okay. 
THE Court: So leave it alone. 
(END OF BENCH CONFERENCE.) 


This evidence indicates that defendant opened the door to ques- 
tions about his nickname. Defendant had been asking what Surles 
knew of defendant’s prior psychiatric hospitalizations, apparently in 
an attempt to tie the nickname to defendant’s purported lack of men- 
tal stability. In so doing, he gave the State the opportunity to establish 
the source of the nickname. “(T]he law wisely permits evidence not 
otherwise admissible to be offered to explain or rebut evidence 
elicited by the defendant himself.” State v. Albert, 303 N.C. 178, 177, 
277 S.E.2d 439, 441 (1981). When the prosecutor asked the names of 
the friends who imposed the nickname on defendant, Surles 
responded with the name of the gang itself. At this point, the judge 
properly sustained defendant’s objection and put an end to this line 
of questioning. As above, we are unable to hold that defendant has 
shown that the outcome of the trial would have been any different if 
this evidence had been excluded. N.C.G.S. § 15A-1443(a). In addition, 
defendant objected to Surles’ testimony that he was afraid of defend- 
ant’s friends. The prosecutor asked Surles about his concerns, and 
Surles responded that he had not wanted to testify because he knew 
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the people defendant “hung out with” and did not want to “catch a 
bullet.” The trial court overruled defendant’s objection and denied his 
motion to strike. Although we agree with defendant that this evi- 
dence was inadmissible, in light of the evidence of defendant’s guilt, 
we conclude that, as above, the outcome of the trial would have been 
the same even had this evidence been excluded. 


We have also examined the other related testimony to which 
defendant now objects and find no error. Williams’ testimony was to 
the effect that Fetter was involved with a gang that included defend- 
ant, but she did not know if Fetter was a member. Defendant's objec- 
tion to this testimony was overruled. This evidence was relevant to 
show Fetter’s relationship with defendant, and we fail to perceive 
that a different result would have been likely if the evidence had not 
been admitted. EMT Kasulis’ testimony that he first saw defendant in 
a group that may have been up to no good represented no more than 
the witness’ speculation. The trial court sustained defendant’s objec- 
tion to Venth’s statement that he did not like being asleep while 
defendant was in the room, then allowed defendant’s motion to strike 
that testimony. Jurors are presumed to follow the trial court’s instruc- 
tions. State v. Nicholson, 355 N.C. 1, 60, 558 S.E.2d 109, 148, cert. 
denied, —— U.S. —-, —— L. Ed. 2d —, 71 U.S.L.W. 3237 (2002). This 
assignment of error is overruled. 


[8] Defendant next argues that the trial court erred when it failed to 
determine that defendant consented to his attorneys’ concession that 
he was guilty after he abandoned his insanity defense. In State v. 
Harbison, 315 N.C. 175, 180, 337 S.E.2d 504, 507-08 (1985), cert. 
denied, 476 U.S. 1123, 90 L. Ed. 2d 672 (1986), we held that a defend- 
ant receives ineffective assistance of counsel per se when counsel 
concedes the defendant's guilt to the offense or a lesser included 
offense without the defendant’s consent. The record in the case at bar 
shows that prior to trial defendant executed a written waiver on 20 
February 2001, which stated: 


I Kyle Berry have been told the risks involved with my 
defense of insanity to the charge of murder. I know such a 
defense admits many elements of the offense such as: my 
identification; my presence at the scene; my connection to co- 
defendants[;] and my possession of a weapon. 


I authorize my attorneys to proceed with this defense and 
conduct their questioning accordingly. 


This waiver was signed by defendant and a witness. 
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Defendant was questioned by the court at the beginning of 
trial. 


(THE Court]: Mr. Berry, I understand from your attorneys 
that in their openings and closings, you know, there may be state- 
ments made by them which could constitute an admission as to 
your participation in some of the events that are on trial here. I 
further understand that this [is] a trial strategy. 


Now, has this been discussed with you? 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes, Sir. 


THE Court: All right. Now, do you understand what they’re 
wanting to do, and do you concur in their assessment of trial 
strategy and in their actions? 


THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. They explained that to me. 
THE Court: Okay. I think that takes care of that. 


Shortly thereafter, defendant gave his opening statement in which he 
admitted through counsel that he was present at Fetter’s murder and 
that he may have participated, but that because he was not legally 
sane, he was innocent. “He is to blame, as are three other people, but 
he is not guilty.” 


Two days later, defendant’s counsel raised an objection to the 
court that they had just received from the prosecutor a recording of 
a police interview with an individual named Michael Walker and that 
the interview was not consistent with any statement that had been 
provided during pretrial discovery. In his recorded statement, Walker 
said that Jon Malonee stabbed Fetter in the head. Defendant repre- 
sented to the court: 


Michael Walker’s interview sounds nothing like any state- 
ments that I have seen in the discovery. Among other things, 
Michael Walker states that Jon Malonee stabbed [the victim] in 
the head, which is consistent, in part, with a video statement that 
our client gave to the police in February of ’99. Now, had we been 
in possession of Michael Walker’s tape-recorded statement, I am 
not real sure that we would have entered a notice of our intent to 
plead not guilty by reason of insanity, and I am not real sure that 
we would have submitted our client to an interview by a state 
psychiatrist up at Dorothea Dix and had him give the statement 
that he gave up there. 
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The court denied defendant’s motions for sanctions and for a mistrial. 
In his closing argument at the guilt-innocence phase, defendant again 
argued through counsel that while the State may have proved an 
attempt to commit first-degree murder, he should be found not guilty 
or, at most, guilty of second-degree murder. 


Although the parties dispute the exact nature of defendant’s con- 
cessions and whether any discovery violation actually occurred, we 
believe the resolution of this issue may be found in the trial court’s 
inquiry to defendant at the opening of the trial. This inquiry, quoted in 
full above, was general, and defendant did not expressly or impliedly 
condition his consent to acknowledge aspects of guilt upon presen- 
tation of an insanity defense. Neither Harbison nor any subsequent 
case specifies a particular procedure that the trial court must invari- 
ably follow when confronted with a defendant’s concession, see State 
v. McDowell, 329 N.C. 3638, 387, 407 S.E.2d 200, 213 (1991), although 
we have urged “both the bar and the trial bench to be diligent in mak- 
ing a full record of a defendant’s consent when a Harbison issue 
arises at trial,” State v. House, 340 N.C. 187, 197, 456 S.E.2d 292, 297 
(1995). While the court’s inquiry was brief, it was adequate to estab- 
lish that defendant consented to the admissions made later by 
counsel during trial. This Court’s opinion in State v. Morganherring, 
350 N.C. 701, 517 S.E.2d 622 (1999), cert. denied, 529 U.S. 1024, 146 L. 
Ed. 2d 322 (2000), is not to the contrary. In Morganherring, the 
defendant submitted pretrial notice of intent to plead not guilty by 
reason of insanity, but formally withdrew that notice on the first day 
of trial and relied instead on a plea of not guilty as to murder but 
guilty as to the sex offenses. The defendant memorialized this change 
of strategy in a written Harbison statement. Although the written 
statement referred to an intent to rely on an insanity defense, coun- 
sel explained to the court that the statement was prepared before the 
insanity defense notice was withdrawn but that the defendant never- 
theless consented to the admissions of fact to the jury. The trial court 
questioned the defendant, then allowed the trial to proceed. The 
defendant was convicted and argued on appeal that he had not 
understood that abandoning his insanity defense would allow 
the felony-murder rule to come into play to his detriment. This 
Court remanded the case for an evidentiary hearing, State v. 
Morganherring, 347 N.C. 393, 494 S.E.2d 399 (1997), then affirmed 
the trial court’s finding that the defendant knowingly consented to 
the change of strategy and to admission of the facts alleged in the 
indictments, State v. Morganherring, 350 N.C. at 718-19, 517 S.E.2d 
at 632-33. 
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In contrast, defendant in the case at bar never formally withdrew 
his insanity plea and consequently never gave the trial court notice of 
the change of strategy. Moreover, defense counsel’s words to the trial 
court were, at best, ambiguous in that counsel stated that he was “not 
real sure” defendant would have proceeded with an insanity defense 
if Walker’s taped statement had been provided to him earlier. In the 
absence of notice by defendant that his Harbison waiver was condi- 
tioned upon maintaining his insanity defense, the trial court was jus- 
tified in assuming that the waiver remained valid throughout trial. 
This assignment of error is overruled. 


[9] Defendant’s next assignment of error is related to the preceding 
one. He contends that the trial court erred in failing to impose mean- 
ingful sanctions when the prosecution delayed disclosure of informa- 
tion pursuant to Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 838, 10 L. Ed. 2d 215 
(1963). Defendant’s position is that the prosecutor failed timely to 
reveal that Michael Walker had told investigators that Malonee had 
stabbed the victim. Defendant claims that he did not receive this 
information until after he was committed to a defense strategy based 
on insanity and that if the disclosure had been timely, he would have 
pursued a different defense. 


The record indicates that Walker made a statement or statements 
in which he indicated that Malonee told him that he (Malonee) had 
stabbed a woman. The State invites the attention of this Court to the 
exhibits pertaining to this dispute, but no exhibits have been submit- 
ted to this Court, nor does the record suggest that the exhibits were 
introduced into evidence. Accordingly, we undertake our review on 
the basis of representations made by counsel. After the trial was 
under way, and after defendant had forecast to the jury that he would 
present an insanity defense, the prosecutor provided to defendant a 
copy of Walker’s statement. Defendant advised the trial court that 
Walker’s statement was new, that it was consistent with a statement 
defendant had earlier made to police, and that 


had we been in possession of Michael Walker’s tape-recorded 
statement, I am not real sure that we would have entered notice 
of our intent to plead not guilty by reason of insanity, and I am 
not real sure that we would have submitted our client to an inter- 
view by a state psychiatrist up at Dorothea Dix and had him give 
the statement that he gave up there. 


The prosecutor responded by stating: 
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I'm not exactly clear whether [defense counsel] is saying Walker 
said Malonee stabbed [the victim] or the Maves woman. This is 
what we gave them, a statement from Jon Malonee, Jon had told 
him this. “Jon said he was stabbing her, and I don’t know if that’s 
Maves or [the victim], and it was like stabbing a watermelon. Jon 
said he had blood all over him. Jon said [defendant] was rubbing 
her on the chest and in between her legs. Jon said he and [defend- 
ant] took turns having their way with her and put her to sleep.” 
The statement from Walker says Jon is not—Jon stabbed the girl 
at the beach. He is not sure if Jon stabbed the girl at the beach or 
[the victim], in reference to the watermelon. Jon told Mr. Walker 
that Bobby had spoke to a girl and so on and so forth, and that’s 
what they’ve got. 


Defendant moved for sanctions and for a mistrial; both motions 
were denied. 


It appears from the comments quoted above and from other 
remarks of counsel elsewhere in the record that the prosecutor pro- 
vided defendant with the written statements of Malonee from which 
Walker’s name had been redacted. In his statement, Malonee appar- 
ently reported that he had stabbed a woman. During trial, the prose- 
cutor additionally provided defendant with Walker’s own statement 
in the form of a videotape and audiotapes, which corroborated 
Malonee. After considering argument of counsel, the trial court 
reviewed Walker’s material in chambers and reported: 


The first thing I need to address is defendant’s motions under 
Brady. Yesterday, I conducted an in camera examination of the 
Walker videotape—well, really three specific audiotapes. With 
respect to the Walker video, it appears that Mr. Walker was talk- 
ing about what a codefendant told him. The defendant was not 
present. However, after looking at all of it, there was nothing 
inconsistent with the evidence that has already been presented 
on the [victim’s] case, and it was not, in my opinion, exculpatory, 
as to the [victim’s] case; consequently, I find no violation of the 
Brady rules. With respect to the audiotapes, virtually the very 
same thing. The tapes basically were a rehash of what we’ve 
heard in court. Any new material, or material that was not in 
court or presented in court, does not rise to the level of exculpa- 
tory evidence as to the [victim’s] case. 

2. We have duplicated the punctuation as set out in the trial transcript. We 


observe from the context that alternative punctuation might more accurately reflect 
those portions of the prosecutor’s words where he was quoting Walker’s statement. 
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Accordingly, we conclude that defendant received the substance of 
Walker’s statement when the prosecutor provided through discovery 
the statement of Malonee in which Malonee said that he had stabbed 
a female. We now determine whether this sequence of events consti- 
tutes a Brady violation. 


The prosecution is required to turn over to a defendant favorable 
evidence that is material to the guilt or punishment of the defendant. 
Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83, 10 L. Ed. 2d 215. Evidence is con- 
sidered “material” if there is a “reasonable probability” of a different 
result had the evidence been disclosed. Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. 
419, 434, 131 L. Ed. 2d 490, 506 (1995). Although a Brady violation 
may not constitute error if the favorable evidence is provided in time 
for the defendant to make effective use of it, State v. Call, 349 N.C. 
382, 399, 508 S.E.2d 496, 507 (1998), defendant here points out that 
opening statements had been made and the trial was under way when 
he was given Walker's statement, far too late to retreat from his orig- 
inal trial strategy. 


Our review of the record satisfies us that no Brady viola- 
tion occurred. During the course of pretrial discovery, defendant was 
provided Malonee’s statement to the effect that he had stabbed a 
woman. Thus, defendant was aware of the substance of this state- 
ment in time to develop his trial strategy. See State v. Strickland, 346 
N.C. 448, 456-57, 488 S.E.2d 194, 202 (1997), cert. denied, 522 US. 
1078, 139 L. Ed. 2d 757 (1998). Walker’s statement did no more than 
corroborate that Malonee told Walker the same thing he told police. 
Moreover, the evidence established that several individuals were 
involved in the attack on Fetter. Malonee’s statement that he stabbed 
a woman is not inconsistent with defendant’s participation in Fetter’s 
murder. We do not perceive any reasonable probability of a different 
result if defendant had been provided this corroborating evidence 
earlier in the proceedings. This assignment of error is overruled. 


[10] Defendant argues that the trial court erred in failing to sustain 
his objections to various portions of the prosecutor’s closing argu- 
ment in the guilt-innocence phase. We shall deal with these objec- 
tions seriatim. 


First, defendant contends that the prosecutor improperly argued 
about the impact of the crime on the victim and her family. His posi- 
tion is that this evidence should not have been allowed because the 
only issue before the jury was the defendant’s state of mind at the 
time of the murder. The prosecutor argued as follows: 
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I want you to look at that picture because, for all practical pur- 
poses, that’s all that Margie and Carl Fetter have to remind them 
of Theresa, the pictures. Of course, the pictures will remind them 
of how it was taken, but the memory fades. The pictures will be 
there, the pictures of her smile, like that one there; the pictures of 
her frowning; the pictures when she wouldn't frown or smile 
because she had glasses—excuse me, braces; the pictures of her 
laughing with the family, doing this, doing that; the pictures that 
show a little girl that was 16 years old when she was killed; pic- 
tures that showed potential and promise and a future. She was 16. 
How many more years would she have lived? .. . Eighty some- 
thing. Let’s say 86, because I can subtract 16 from 80 pretty [well]. 
It’s around 70. Seventy years, that’s a lifetime in... human history 
where 70 years was not just one but two lifetimes. . . . Thirty-five 
years to be born and be raised and married and have children and 
grandchildren, and that’s what Theresa was going to do. She was 
going to get—she was going to go out ... [and] find her a 
boyfriend, maybe a boyfriend more like Jason Santana than the 
last one she had, and she was going to have children, like— 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE CourT: Overruled. 


[PROSECUTOR]: —like the ones that—the other grandchildren 
these folks have, more grandchildren for Carl and Margie to spoil 
and, if lucky, she would have had grandchildren of her own. 


Because defendant made a timely objection: 


We must determine whether the trial court erred in overruling 
[the] objection. 


We have consistently held that counsel must be allowed 
wide latitude in the argument of hotly contested cases. He 
may argue to the jury the facts in evidence and all reasonable 
inferences to be drawn therefrom together with the relevant 
law so as to present his side of the case. Whether counsel 
abuses this privilege is a matter ordinarily left to the sound 
discretion of the trial judge, and we will not review the exer- 
cise of this discretion unless there be such gross impropriety 
in the argument as would be likely to influence the verdict of 
the jury. ... It is the duty of the trial judge, upon objection, to 
censor remarks not warranted by the evidence or the law and, 
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in cases of gross impropriety, the court may properly inter- 
vene, ex mero motu. 


State v. Covington, 290 N.C. 313, 327-28, 226 S.E.2d 629, 640 
(1976) (citations omitted). In making our determination, we 
examine the full context in which the statements were made. 
State v. Lloyd, 354 N.C. 76, 113-14, 552 $.E.2d 596, 622-23 (2001). 


State v. Barden, 356 N.C. 316, —-, —— S.E.2d —, ——, 2002 
WL 31628181, at *18 (Nov. 22, 2002) (No. 96A01). The comments relat- 
ing to the victim’s age and expression are well within the scope of 
appropriate argument, as is the fact that her parents are left only with 
photographs and memories. See, e.g., State v. Nicholson, 355 N.C. at 
39-40, 558 S.E.2d at 136 (victim-impact testimony may include evi- 
dence of effect of victim’s death on members of her family). Although 
the prosecutor’s arguments that the victim might have married and 
had children was speculative, it was not excessive. The life the pros- 
ecutor posited for the victim if she had lived was a conventional one. 
Even assuming arguendo that this part of the argument was 
improper, we do not believe that the trial court abused its judgment 
in overruling defendant’s objection. 


[11] Next, defendant argues that one of the prosecutors improp- 
erly vouched for another prosecutor. This issue arose when the 
prosecutor responded to the portion of defendant’s closing argu- 
ment that challenged witness Venth’s motive for testifying. Defense 
counsel argued: 


Paul Venth is the guy that says that he was testifying out of 
the goodness of his heart, yet the state introduced a docu- 
ment that shows that he had an assault case dismissed. He got 
a plea bargain... . 


You remember what Mr. Venth said. Oh, I’m doing this out of 
the goodness of my heart. But Hovie Pope, who is the arresting 
officer in Mr. Venth’s case, as well, Hovie talked about possibly 
helping [Venth] out on an attempted robbery charge up in Suffolk 
County, New York. 


The prosecutor responded by discussing Venth’s written plea agree- 
ment. Phyliss Gorham, the assistant district attorney who negotiated 
Venth’s plea agreement, was in the courtroom watching but had not 
been a participant in defendant’s trial. The prosecutor pointed her out 
to the jury and said: 
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[PROSECUTOR]: You can talk about how I didn’t do something, you 
can talk about how Cindy Locklear [co-prosecutor in the instant 
trial] didn’t do something, but Phyllis Gorham is not going to put 
her name to something— 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. Phyllis Gorham is not in evi- 
dence in this trial. 


THE Court: Overruled, overruled. 


[PRosEcUTOR]: And that’s what this document says. Not only 
is Phyllis Gorham’s name there, but Geoffrey Hosford, [Venth’s] 
attorney’s name, is there, and that man swore to it. There is no 
other plea bargain. 


Although the prosecutor skirted perilously close to vouching for 
Gorham, defendant’s objection, even though overruled, caused him to 
abandon that argument. Accordingly, we see no prejudicial error in 
the court’s failure to sustain defendant’s objection. 


[12] Defendant next objects to suggestions by the prosecutor that 
Maves was raped. The record reflects that, during trial, the prosecu- 
tion called Surles as a witness and asked him what defendant had 
said to him about Maves. After the court gave a limiting instruction 
explaining the purposes for which evidence of the Maves killing was 
being offered, the prosecutor asked Surles what defendant had told 
him. Surles answered: 


[Defendant] told me about the first murder, that he was down at 
the beach and he was walking with some friends of his and he 
was—and he had saw a woman, and she was upset, that he had 
talked to her on the beach, had sex with her, and then she was, as 
the term goes, freaking out, and he stabbed her in the head with 
a bottle. 


No mention of rape was made until defendant cross-examined 
Surles: 


Q. Now, [defendant] told you that this woman that was killed at 
Wrightsville Beach, him and Jon raped, is that correct? 


A. That’s correct. 


Q. You’ve learned a lot about this case since you became 
involved in it, haven’t you? 


A. Bits and pieces, yes. 
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 Q. You’ve learned, haven’t you, that there’s absolutely no evi- 
dence that the girl that was found washed up at Wrightsville 
Beach had been raped, aren't you? | 


[PROSECUTOR]: Objection. 


THE CourRT: Overruled, if he knows. If you know, answer it; if 
you don’t, tell him. 


THE WITNESS: No, I do not. 
@. In any event, he said they raped the girl, is that correct? 
A. That’s correct. 


The question whether Maves had been raped arose again dur- 
ing the prosecutor's closing argument when he said: 


He said, oh, she wasn’t raped. David Surles says she wasn’t 
raped. ... But look at this. Lisa’s panties. Again, information that 
no one would have had. He wasn’t charged with any murder of 
Lisa Maves. There was no information that Lisa Maves’s panties 
were torn. There also wasn’t a rape kit done. We don't know if she 
was raped or not. The fact of the matter is, those panties were 
ripped and her short[s were] torn off her. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE Court: Overruled. 


[PROSECUTOR]: Who knew that? Why would he have said 
rape? Maybe because somebody tried to rape her. Maybe because 
that’s what got her mad—that’s what got him mad... . Your [sic] 
heard Paul Venth, he said he killed her because something made 
him mad. He tried—ripped the shirt off, ripped her panties. She 
didn’t want to be raped, so he killed her. 


The prosecutor’s argument was apparently triggered by defend- 
ant’s cross-examination of Surles. The focus of the prosecutor’s argu- 
ment is less that Maves was raped than that Surles had information 
that was not known to the public and could only have been acquired 
by someone familiar with the event. In addition, defendant told Surles 
that he killed Maves because she “freaked out.” The prosecutor’s 
argument represents an effort to make sense of this statement by log- 
ically inferring a motive for the Maves murder. Such an inference is 
permissible when not an appeal to passion. State v. Jones, 355 N.C. at 
135, 558 8.E.2d at 108. 
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[13] Finally, defendant argues that the prosecutor improperly 
appealed to the prejudices of the jury when he argued: 


Folks, right now you know he had his hand on that knife. 
Right now you know he put that knife in her skull. Right now you 
know he stabbed her eight times. And if that ain’t an attempt to 
kill, if that ain’t first degree murder, then cut him loose. Let him 
back out at Wrightsville Beach, let him back out at South College 
Road. If that’s not first degree murder, let him go, but I'll tell you 
one thing, if you’re a woman, if you’re alone, if you’re defense- 
less, don’t be where he is. 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. 
THE CourRT: Overruled. 


[PROSECUTOR]: If you don’t know now he’s a murderer, then 
cut him loose. The law says if you are convinced, beyond a rea- 
sonable doubt, you will know. And if you know right now, you 
don’t need to talk about it any more. 


The State concedes that it cannot find any authority to suggest 
that this argument, to the effect that an acquittal would put others at 
risk, was proper. We agree that the court erred in overruling defend- 
ant’s objection. However, in light of the evidence of defendant’s guilt, 
the fact that the improper comment consisted of but a single sen- 
tence, and the prosecutor's immediate abandonment of that line of 
argument, we do not hold the error to be prejudicial. This assignment 
of error is overruled. 


SENTENCING ISSUES 


[14] Defendant argues that the trial court’s instruction as to the 
(e)(11) aggravating circumstance was clearly erroneous. N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(e) provides in pertinent part that 


[a]ggravating circumstances which may be considered shall be 
limited to the following: 


(11) The murder for which the defendant stands convicted 
was part of a course of conduct in which the defendant 
engaged and which included the commission by the 
defendant of other crimes of violence against another 
person or persons. 
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N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11). Here, the court instructed the jury as 
follows: 


The second possible aggravating circumstance which you 
may consider is number two. Was this murder part of a course of 
conduct in which the defendant engaged, and did that course 
of conduct include the commission by the defendant of other 
crimes of violence against another person or persons? If you find 
from the evidence, and beyond a reasonable doubt, that the 
defendant, together with others, murdered Lisa Maves, you 
would find this aggravating circumstance and would so indicate 
by having your foreperson write “yes” in the space after this 
aggravating circumstance on the Issues and Recommendation 
form. If you do not so find, or have a reasonable doubt as to one 
or more of these things, you would not find this aggravating cir- 
cumstance and would so indicate by having your foreperson 
write “no” in that space. 


This instruction is erroneous because it allowed the jury to find 
the aggravating circumstance without also finding that the murder of 
Fetter was part of a course of conduct that included the earlier mur- 
der of Maves. The mere fact that one murder followed the other does 
not establish a course of conduct. Consequently, the instruction 
improperly relieved the burden on the State to prove each and every 
element of the (e)(11) aggravating circumstance. See State v. Nobles, 
350 N.C. 483, 516, 515 S.E.2d 885, 905 (1999). 


Because defendant did not object to this instruction, we review 
for plain error. “In order to rise to the level of plain error, the error in 
the trial court’s instructions must be so fundamental that (i) absent 
the error, the jury probably would have reached a different verdict; or 
(ii) the error would constitute a miscarriage of justice if not cor- 
rected.” State v. Holden, 346 N.C. 404, 435, 488 S.E.2d 514, 531 (1997), 
cert. denied, 522 U.S. 1126, 140 L. Ed. 2d 132 (1998). We have noted 
that events are more likely to be part of a course of conduct if they 
are close together in time. State v. Cummings, 332 N.C. 487, 510, 422 
S.E.2d 692, 705 (1992). Here, the Fetter murder was committed seven 
weeks after the Maves murder. The two murders were similar in some 
respects but different in others. The State presented evidence that 
defendant’s motive for killing Fetter was to silence her about the 
Maves murder. Although we have determined above that the evidence 
of the Maves murder was properly admitted, we remain advertent to 
the possibility that knowledge of this earlier murder could have an 
inflammatory effect on the jury. The trial court’s cautionary instruc- 
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tions when evidence of the Maves murder was admitted during the 
guilt-innocence phase of the trial prevented that evidence from being 
unfairly prejudicial. By contrast, the instruction given during the sen- 
tencing proceeding allowed the jury to find the course of conduct 
aggravating circumstance solely on the basis that defendant had com- 
mitted another murder, effectively negating the cautionary instruc- 
tions given during the guilt-innocence phase. Because the sentencing 
instruction allowed the jury to disregard both the potentially attenu- 
ating effects of the passage of time on an alleged course of conduct 
and the differences between the two murders, while relieving the bur- 
den on the State of proving the required link between the two mur- 
ders, we are satisfied that the instruction constituted plain error. 
Accordingly, we reverse defendant’s sentence of death and remand to 
the trial court for a new sentencing proceeding. 


Defendant has raised a number of additional issues related to 
sentencing. We address the single issue that we believe may recur in 
the same form at the resentencing hearing. 


[15] Defendant argues that the trial court erred in instructing 
the jury as to both aggravating circumstance (e)(4), “[t]he capital 
felony was committed for the purpose of avoiding or prevent- 
ing a lawful arrest or effecting an escape from custody,” N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(4), and aggravating circumstance (e)(11), “[t]he mur- 
der for which the defendant stands convicted was part of a course of 
conduct in which the defendant engaged and which included the 
commission by the defendant of other crimes of violence against 
another person or persons,” N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11). Although we 
have held that a jury may not find two aggravating circumstances 
based upon the same evidence, State v. Goodman, 298 N.C. 1, 28-29, 
257 S.E.2d 569, 587 (1979), we have also held that overlapping evi- 
dence may support more than one aggravating circumstance when 
there is also separate substantial evidence to support each circum- 
stance, State v. Parker, 350 N.C. 411, 442, 516 S.E.2d 106, 126-27 
(1999), cert. denied, 528 U.S. 1084, 145 L. Ed. 2d 681 (2000). 


First, we must determine whether sufficient evidence existed to 
support submission of each aggravating circumstance to the jury. 
Defendant’s own statements provided sufficient evidence to support 
the (e)(4) circumstance. Although the murders here were several 
weeks apart, the (e)(11) circumstance was adequately supported by 
evidence that each victim had been stabbed in the head, that defend- 
ant had made efforts to hide each victim’s body, and that defendant 
had participated with others in each murder. See State v. Cummings, 
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346 N.C. 291, 329, 488 S.E.2d 550, 572 (1997) (“In determining 
whether the evidence tends to show that another crime and the crime 
for which defendant is being sentenced were part of a course of con- 
duct, the trial court must consider a number of factors, including the 
temporal proximity of the events to one another, a recurrent modus 
operandi, and motivation by the same reasons.”), cert. denied, 522 
U.S. 1092, 1389 L. Ed. 2d 873 (1998). 


We must next determine whether this evidence is sufficiently 
substantial and separate to support submission of each aggravating 
circumstance. We note that the (e)(4) circumstance focuses on 
defendant’s motive for killing Fetter, while the (e)(11) circumstance 
required the jury to review the objective facts of the two murders to 
determine whether the offenses constituted a course of conduct. This 
Court has held that a defendant’s motive appropriately may be con- 
sidered at sentencing. State v. Oliver, 302 N.C. 28, 62, 274 8.E.2d 183, 
204 (1981). In State v. Hutchins, 303 N.C. 321, 279 S.E.2d 788 (1981), 
we cited Oliver when a murder defendant argued that a trial court 
improperly submitted the two aggravating circumstances that the 
murder was committed for the purpose of resisting lawful arrest, 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(4), and that the murder was committed 
against a law enforcement officer who was engaged in the perform- 
ance of his lawful duties, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(8). State v. 
Hutchins, 303 N.C. at 354-55, 279 S.E.2d at 808-09. 


Of the two aggravating circumstances challenged by defendant 
here as purportedly being based upon the same evidence, one of 
the aggravating circumstances looks to the underlying factual 
basis of defendant’s crime, the other to defendant’s subjective 
motivation for his act. The aggravating circumstance that the 
murder was committed against an officer engaged in the per- 
formance of his lawful duties involved the consideration of the 
factual circumstances of defendant’s crime. The aggravating cir- 
cumstance that the murder was for the purpose of avoiding or 
preventing a lawful arrest forced the jury to weigh in the balance 
defendant’s motivation in pursuing his course of conduct. There 
was no error in submitting both of these aggravating circum- 
stances to the jury. 


Td. at 355, 279 S.E.2d at 809. 


We believe that Hutchins controls our analysis of this issue. As in 
Hutchins, each circumstance here was offered for a different pur- 
pose, and although the evidence supporting the circumstances does 
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overlap to a degree, nevertheless the State presented separate and 
substantial evidence to support each circumstance individually. This 
assignment of error is overruled. 


The remaining sentencing issues argued by defendant pertain to 
the particular instructions provided to the sentencing jury. Because 
we do not foresee that these particular issues will arise in the same 
form on resentencing, we do not believe it necessary to address these 
issues in this opinion. 


In conclusion, we find no prejudicial error in the guilt-innocence 
phase of defendant's capital trial, but we vacate the death sentence 
and remand for a new capital sentencing proceeding. 


NO PREJUDICIAL ERROR IN GUILT-INNOCENCE PHASE; 
DEATH SENTENCE VACATED; REMANDED FOR NEW CAPITAL 
SENTENCING PROCEEDING. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. GEORGE MALCOLM CARROLL 


No. 587A01 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


1. Criminal Law— defendant’s decision not to testify—court’s 
inquiry 
A capital first-degree murder defendant waived his right to 
testify, and the trial court’s inquiry was adequate, where the 
court’s inquiry sufficiently determined that defendant was intel- 
lectually capable of understanding his right to testify, had com- 
municated with his attorneys, and had agreed with his attorneys 
that it was not in his best interest to testify. 


2. Homicide— felony murder—underlying assault—death 
resulting from separate strangulation—no merger 

The trial court did not err by submitting felony murder to the 

jury based on a felonious assault where defendant contended that 

the assault merged with the killing, but the victim died from a 
separate strangulation and not as a result of the assault. 
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3. Criminal Law— prosecutor’s argument—defendant’s 


expert testimony—ability to form intent 


The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first- 
degree murder prosecution by not censuring the prosecutor's 
closing arguments about an expert opinion as to whether defend- 
ant was capable of premeditation and deliberation. The evidence 
in the record supports the arguments and the prosecutor merely 
fulfilled his duty to present the State’s case with vigor. 


. Criminal Law— diminished capacity—instructions 


There was no plain error in a capital first-degree murder 
prosecution where defendant contended that the court’s instruc- 
tions on diminished capacity were inaccurate and misleading in 
that the instructions grouped intoxication, drug use, and lack of 
mental capacity together and used the term “lack of capacity” 
rather than “impaired capacity” or “diminished capacity.” The 
pattern jury instruction given by the court made a finding of 
diminished capacity more likely in a single instruction and the 
phrase “lack of mental capacity” has been approved in a prior 
opinion and was used by defendant in his closing argument. 
Moreover, the State’s evidence of premeditation and deliberation 
was overwhelming. 


. Criminal Law— voluntary intoxication—instructions— 
irrelevant to felony murder 


There was no error in a capital first-degree murder prosecu- 
tion where defendant contended that the trial court intimated an 
opinion during its instruction on voluntary intoxication by 
instructing the jury that a specific intent to kill is not required for 
felony murder or second-degree murder. 


. Evidence— hearsay—murder victim’s statements to 
friend—state of mind 


A murder victim’s statements to a friend a few days before 
the murder about difficulties in her relationship with defendant 
were admissible to show the victim’s state of mind rather than as 
a recitation of facts. Also, the limiting instruction was sufficient 
to prevent the jury from viewing the evidence as proof of defend- 
ant’s bad character. 


. sury— polling—two theories of first-degree murder 


The trial court did not err by failing to poll each juror indi- 
vidually in the guilt phase of a first-degree murder prosecution to 
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determine if the verdict was unanimous as to each distinct theory 
of first-degree murder where the trial court’s instructions made 
the jury fully aware of the requirement of a unanimous verdict on 
each theory of first-degree murder; the transcript unquestionably 
indicates that the jury unanimously found defendant guilty based 
on both malice, premeditation and deliberation and under the 
felony murder rule; the verdict sheet clearly represented the 
unanimous verdict based on both theories of first-degree murder; 
and, following the clerk’s announcement that the jury unani- 
mously found defendant guilty of first-degree murder on the basis 
of malice, premeditation and deliberation and under the felony 
murder rule, each juror individually affirmed that this was his 
or her verdict. It would strain reason to conclude that the jury’s 
verdict was not unanimously based on both theories of first- 
degree murder. 


. Sentencing— capital—aggravating circumstances—prior 


violent felonies—Florida records 


The trial court in a capital sentencing hearing properly admit- 
ted Florida records of a prior violent felony, and the evidence was 
sufficient for submission of the prior violent felony aggravating 
circumstance, where a court clerk testified that the Florida doc- 
uments were signed and verified in a manner verifying their 
authenticity, and an expert testified that defendant’s fingerprints 
matched the fingerprints of the defendant in the Florida case. 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-200(e)(3). 


. Sentencing— capital—nonstatutory mitigating circum- 


stances—offer to plead guilty 


The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceed- 
ing by not allowing defendant to offer evidence of the non- 
statutory mitigating circumstance that he had accepted re- 
sponsibility for the killing by offering to plead guilty to second- 
degree murder. The evidence was conflicting as to defend- 
ant’s willingness to plead guilty to second-degree murder; 
assuming his willingness to plead guilty, this is evidence only of 
defendant's willingness to lessen his exposure to the death 
penalty or a life sentence. Finally, the court submitted the 
circumstances that defendant admitted involvement to law 
enforcement officers, provided valuable information, and 
expressed remorse. 
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10. Jury— polling of foreman on death penalty—sufficient 


The trial court sufficiently polled the jury foreman to ascer- 
tain whether he agreed with a death sentence where the foreman 
signed the sentencing recommendation form; the clerk read the 
answers to the issues and asked the foreman if this was the unan- 
imous recommendation of the jury; the clerk then asked the fore- 
man if the recommendation was his own; and, although the 
clerk’s questioning did not include a reference to the death 
penalty, Issue Four asks if the aggravating circumstances are 
sufficient to warrant the death penalty. 


11. Sentencing— capital—death penalty proportionate 


A death sentence was not disproportionate where the evi- 
dence fully supported the aggravating circumstances, there was 
no indication that the sentence was imposed under the influence 
of passion, prejudice, or any other arbitrary factor, and this case 
was not substantially similar to any case in which the death 
penalty was found disproportionate. Defendant slapped the vic- 
tim and struck her on the leg and face with a machete, which cut 
her head and caused her to bleed uncontrollably; the victim 
screamed and defendant carried her to a bed, where he put a bed- 
sheet in her mouth and put his hands on her throat; and he 
attempted to burn the body and the home after she died. 


Appeal as of right pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-27(a) from a judg- 
ment imposing a sentence of death entered by Thompson, J., on 29 
May 2001 in Superior Court, Cumberland County, upon a jury verdict 
finding defendant guilty of first-degree murder. Heard in the Supreme 
Court 16 October 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Gail E. Dawson, Special 
Deputy Attorney General, for the State. 


Staples Hughes, Appellate Defender, by Constance E. 
Widenhouse, Assistant Appellate Defender, for defendant- 
appellant. 


WAINWRIGHT, Justice. 


On 26 March 2000, George Malcolm Carroll (defendant) was 
charged in a superseding indictment with one count of first-degree 
arson and with the first-degree murder of his live-in girlfriend, Debra 
Whitted; this indictment was further amended on 8 May 2001 in open 
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court. Defendant was also indicted on 26 March 2001 as an ha- 
bitual felon. Defendant was tried capitally before a jury at the 14 May 
2001 session of Superior Court, Cumberland County. At the conclu- 
sion of the State’s evidence, the trial court dismissed the charges of 
first-degree arson and for habitual felon status. The jury found 
defendant guilty of first-degree murder based on malice, pre- 
meditation and deliberation and under the felony murder rule. 
Following a capital sentencing proceeding, the jury recommended a 
sentence of death. The trial court entered judgment in accordance 
with that recommendation. 


Evidence presented at trial showed that Whitted was retired from 
the military and lived on disability. She and defendant had been living 
together on and off for about a year and a half in a trailer at 239 
Eleanor Avenue in Fayetteville, North Carolina. Whitted’s best friend, 
Amanda McNeil, visited her regularly. On Monday, 15 November 1999, 
Whitted told McNeil that she wanted defendant out of her trailer. 
Whitted also complained of back problems to McNeil, and McNeil 
agreed to take her to the hospital the next morning. 


McNeil arrived at Whitted’s trailer the next morning, Tuesday, 16 
November 1999, but found the door locked. After knocking on the 
door and getting no response, McNeil left. McNeil returned to the 
trailer at a later time and saw defendant walking out the door. 
She asked defendant where Whitted was, and defendant told her that 
she had gone to the hospital. Defendant never looked directly at 
McNeil when answering her and appeared to be “high” and acting 
“like a wild man.” 


Around 10:00 a.m. on 17 November 1999, defendant purchased 
seventy-seven cents’ worth of gas from the Clinton Road Amoco. He 
told the attendant that he needed gas to cut the grass. 


Whitted’s niece, Tanisha Whitted, stopped by Whitted’s trailer on 
Wednesday morning, 17 November 1999, but was unable to get any- 
one to come to the door. Tanisha returned to the trailer again after 
11:00 a.m. and discovered that the trailer was on fire. Tanisha called 
911 from a neighbor’s house. Several neighbors tried to determine if 
Whitted was inside the trailer. However, because the front door was 
blocked by a stereo cabinet and the smoke from the fire was too 
heavy, they made it only a few steps inside before having to retreat. 


The Fayetteville Fire Department responded to the call and dis- 
covered that two separate fires were burning, one small fire in the 
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den and a second, larger fire in the bedroom. Whitted’s partially 
charred body was discovered on the bed. Evidence at the scene indi- 
cated that an accelerant had been used to start the fires. A machete 
was found on the living room floor. 


Investigator Ralph Clinkscales of the Fayetteville Police 
Department arrived at the scene and began trying to locate defend- 
ant. At approximately 7:30 p.m. on 17 November, Clinkscales 
received a page from defendant’s raother, indicating that defendant 
would turn himself in at a church on the corner of Monagan and 
Cumberland Streets. Clinkscales met with defendant at the church. 
Defendant told police, “Here I am. Please don’t hurt me. I did not 
mean to hurt her. I know [’m in a lot of trouble for what I did.” 
Defendant then began crying uncontrollably. Officers arrested 
defendant and took him to the Police Department. 


Clinkscales and his partner read defendant his Miranda rights. 
Defendant signed a waiver of his rights and voluntarily began telling 
the officers what had happened. 


According to defendant, on Monday, 15 November 1999, defend- 
ant and Whitted were drinking gin and beer when they got into an 
argument around 11:30 p.m. Defendant slapped Whitted with his hand 
and she began fighting him. Defendant picked up a machete, slapped 
Whitted on her leg with the flat side of the machete, and hit her in the 
face. Whitted moved to avoid another strike and the machete struck 
her in the back of the head. Defendant stated that “[b]lood poured out 
in a steady stream.” Defendant placed Whitted on the couch, and 
Whitted asked him not to leave her. Blood started to flow from 
Whitted’s nose and mouth and she started to scream. Defendant put 
his hand over Whitted’s mouth and told her to be quiet. 


Defendant carried Whitted into the bedroom and tried to quiet 
her screams by putting his hand on her neck and by putting a sheet 
around her neck. After a long time, Whitted became quiet and still. 
Defendant placed her in the bed and covered her with a blanket. 
Defendant began to think about how to get Whitted some help with- 
out being there, but he fell asleep. When defendant awoke, he real- 
ized that Whitted was dead. 


Defendant cleaned himself up and left the trailer. He returned 
that evening and fell asleep on the couch. When he woke up, he 
decided to burn the trailer with Whitted’s body in it. Defendant pur- 
chased gasoline and poured it over the victim, throughout the bed- 
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room, and in the living room. After first changing his clothes, defend- 
ant lit a piece of newspaper and set fire to the bedroom and then the 
living room. Defendant exited through the front door. 


Associate Chief Medical Examiner Robert Thompson performed 
an autopsy on Whitted’s body on 19 November 1999. Dr. Thompson 
opined that the cause of death was ligature strangulation, or strangu- 
Jation using a rope or sheet wrapped around the neck and pulled taut. 
The victim also had a cut on the back of her head that pierced the 
scalp and cut into the bone. Dr. Thompson determined that this 
wound was not fatal. A toxicology report showed less than five per- 
cent saturation of carbon monoxide, an indication that Whitted was 
not alive at the time of the fire. The report also indicated no trace of 
alcohol, cocaine, or morphine. 


GUILT-INNOCENCE PHASE 


[1] In his first assignment of error, defendant contends that the trial 
court erred by concluding that defendant had waived his right to tes- 
tify. Defendant asserts he did not knowingly waive his right to testify 
because the trial court’s inquiry of him regarding his right to testify 
was inadequate. 


Following closing arguments at the guilt-innocence phase of the 
trial, the trial court took a brief recess before instructing the jury. At 
the end of the recess, the trial court questioned defendant as follows: 


THE Court: Before the jurors come back in, I need to make 
an inquiry of your client. Madam Clerk, would you swear the 
defendant. 


GEORGE MALCOLM CARROLL, having been first duly sworn, was 
examined and testified as follows: 


THE Court: Mr. Carroll, I need to ask you a couple questions 
and you can consult with your attorneys before you answer them 
if you desire. 


THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 

THE Court: First of all, how old are you? 

THE DEFENDANT: 40. 

THE CourRT: How much education have you had? 


THE DEFENDANT: 14 years education. 
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THE CouRT: Have you consulted with your attorneys con- 
cerning your right to testify in your own behalf? 


THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 


THE Court: And have you decided not to testify in your own 
behalf? 


THE DEFENDANT: Yeah, I think we came to that agree- 
ment, sir. 


THE CourRT: Do you feel that it is in your best interest not to 
testify in your own behalf? 


THE DEFENDANT: I don’t know, sir. 


THE Court: Based on your conversations with your attor- 
neys, do you feel like it is in your best interest not to testify? 


THE DEFENDANT: Well, I—well, at this point, no, sir, it’s not to 
my best interest. 


THE Court: Okay. And you understand your full right to 
testify in any procedure? 


THE DEFENDANT: Yes, I do, sir. 


THE Court: Thank you very much. You may have a Seat. 
The Court finds the defendant knowingly, voluntarily, under- 
standingly waived his right to testify on his own behalf at this 
stage in the proceedings, feels that it’s in his best interest not 
to testify. 


Defendant contends that his responses to the trial court’s ques- 
tions demonstrate he was unsure that it was in his best interest not to 
testify. Defendant therefore contends that the trial court was required 
to offer defendant the opportunity to testify or, at a minimum, to 
question him further. Defendant concedes that we have never 
required trial courts to inform a defendant of his right not to testify 
and to make an inquiry on the record indicating that any waiver of 
this right was knowing and voluntary. Nonetheless, defendant cites 
numerous cases from other jurisdictions as persuasive authority for 
us to adopt such a rule. 


In the present case, the trial court exercised an abundance of 
caution in determining that defendant was aware of his right to tes- 
tify. The court’s inquiry sufficiently determined that defendant was 
intellectually capable of understanding his right to testify, had com- 
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municated with his attorneys, and had agreed with his attorneys that 
it was not in his best interest to testify. Defendant’s later decision not 
to testify during the sentencing phase further supports the trial 
court’s conclusion that defendant waived his right to testify on his 
own behalf. We therefore conclude that defendant waived his right to 
testify. We find no error in the trial court’s actions. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


[2] In his next two assignments of error, defendant argues that the 
trial court erred by submitting first-degree felony murder to the jury 
based on felonious assault as the underlying felony. According to 
defendant, because the assault on the victim was actually part of a 
continuous assault leading to her death, the assault was an integral 
part of the homicide and therefore merged with the killing. Defendant 
thus argues that the trial court erred in overruling defense counsel’s 
objections to the submission of felony murder. 


The trial court instructed the jurors as follows: 


I further charge that for you to find the defendant guilty of 
first degree murder under the first degree felony murder rule, the 
state must prove three things beyond a reasonable doubt. First, 
that the defendant committed assault with a deadly weapon 
inflicting serious injury. Assault with a deadly weapon inflicting 
serious injury is the intentional assaulting of a person by striking 
the person with a deadly weapon, a machete, which is a deadly 
weapon, inflicting serious injury upon that person. 


Second, that while committing assault with a deadly weapon 
inflicting serious injury the defendant killed the victim. A killing 
is committed in the perpetration or attempted perpetration for 
the purposes of the felony murder rule where there is no break in 
the chain of events leading from the initial felony to the act caus- 
ing death so that the homicide is part of [a] series of incidents 
which form one continuous transaction. 


And third, that the defendant’s act was a proximate cause 
of the victim’s death. A proximate cause is a real cause, a 
cause without which the victim’s death would not have 
occurred. 


Defendant argues that the use of felonious assault as the under- 
lying felony for his felony murder conviction is prohibited by the 
felony murder “merger doctrine” and results in an unjust appli- 


IN THE SUPREME COURT | 535 


STATE v. CARROLL 
[356 N.C. 526 (2002)] 


cation of the felony murder statute, N.C.G.S. § 14-17 (2001). De- 
fendant contends that where a felonious assault culminates in or is 
an integral part of the homicide, the assault necessarily merges 
with the homicide and cannot constitute the underlying felony for a 
felony murder conviction. In support of his position, defendant cites 
the following footnote from State v. Jones: 


Although this Court has expressly disavowed the so-called 
“merger doctrine” in felony murder cases involving a felonious 
assault on one victim that results in the death of another victim, 
see, €.g., State v. Abraham, 338 N.C. 315, 451 S.E.2d 131 (1994), 
cases involving a single assault. victim who dies of his injuries 
have never been similarly constrained. In such cases, the assault 
on the victim cannot be used as an underlying felony for purposes 
of the felony murder rule. Otherwise, virtually all felonious 
assaults on a single victim that result in his or her death would 
be first-degree murders via felony murder, thereby negating 
lesser homicide charges such as second-degree murder and 
manslaughter. 


353 N.C. 159, 170 n.3, 538 $.E.2d 917, 926 n.3 (2000). 


Defendant argues that he engaged in one continuous assault on 
the victim that culminated in her death because the defendant’s initial 
act of striking the victim with a machete cannot exist separately and 
independently from the acts causing Whitted’s death. Defendant 
therefore contends that under State v. Jones, the merger doctrine 
would operate to prohibit a conviction for felony murder. 


Defendant has misconstrued the language of State v. Jones. 
Jones precluded the use of assault as the underlying felony for a 
felony murder conviction only when there is a single assault victim 
who dies as a result of the injuries incurred during the assault. See 
id. The victim in defendant’s case, however, did not die as a result of 
the assault with the machete. The blow to her head was not fatal. 
Rather, the cause of death was strangulation. As such, the assault was 
a separate offense from the murder. Accordingly, the trial court did 
not err in submitting a felony murder instruction to the jury because 
the felonious assault did not merge into the homicide. 


These assignments of error are overruled. 


[3] In his next assignment of error, defendant argues that the trial 
court erred by failing to censure the prosecutor's gross misconduct 
during closing argument. We find no such error. 
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In a capital case, counsel is allowed wide latitude in its argu- 
ments to the jury and may argue facts in evidence as well as all rea- 
sonable inferences therefrom. State v. Sanderson, 336 N.C. 1, 15, 442 
S.E.2d 33, 42 (1994). “A jury argument is proper as long as it is con- 
sistent with the record and not based on conjecture or personal opin- 
ion.” State v. Robinson, 336 N.C. 78, 129, 443 S.E.2d 306, 331-32 
(1994), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1089, 180 L. Ed. 2d 650 (1995). The 
scope and control of arguments lies largely within the discretion of 
the trial court, and “ ‘the appellate courts ordinarily will not review 
the exercise of the trial judge’s discretion in this regard unless the 
impropriety of counsel’s remarks is extreme and is clearly calculated 
to prejudice the jury in its deliberations.’ ” State v. Rogers, 355 N.C. 
420, 462, 562 S.E.2d 859, 885 (2002) (quoting State v. Johnson, 298 
N.C. 355, 368-69, 259 8.E.2d 752, 761 (1979)). While this Court will 
review a prosecutor’s argument in a capital case where the defendant 
raised no objection at trial, “the impropriety of the argument must be 
gross indeed in order for this Court to hold that a trial judge abused 
his discretion in not recognizing and correcting ex mero motu an 
argument which defense counsel apparently did not believe was pre)- 
udicial when he heard it.” Johnson, 298 N.C. at 369, 259 S.E.2d at 761. 


In the present case, defendant objects to the following state- 
ments made by the prosecutor in closing arguments: 


Process of the mind, let’s talk about his mind briefly. You 
don’t need to rebut something that doesn’t need to be rebutted. 
Dr. Harbin said that that man was capable at the time to form the 
intent to kill in a simple method, simple plan. You don’t have to 
plan it from here to here, just there (pointing at diagram of 
house). And he said strangulation is a simple plan. That man had 
the mental ability to do it and he did it. 


His only problem was a limited cognitive dysfunction 
because he was a little slow to react. His I.Q. wouldn’t let him get 
into Harvard Medical School and he was mildly affected in his 
thinking. Well, he can pull off big cons and stuff and do all that 
and function in society doing what he chose to do. To keep her 
quiet through his thoughtful trial and error problem solving 
method, to use the words of the doctor, this man deliberately and 
thoughtfully in an intentional act, which is obvious by the means 
of which he killed her, committed premeditated murder. 


Defendant argues that the prosecutor’s comments were designed 
to prejudice the jury toward a finding that defendant’s own expert 
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said he was capable of premeditated and deliberate murder. 
According to defendant, his expert in fact testified he was not ca- 
pable of premeditated and deliberate murder. Defendant also argues 
that the prosecutor mischaracterized the evidence to persuade the 
jury that defendant was capable of premeditated and deliberate mur- 
der because defendant was capable of making a simple plan. 


Defendant’s expert, Dr. Harbin, testified that it was “unlikely” 
that defendant could premeditate and deliberate and that defendant’s 
ability to form a fixed design to kill was “impaired.” Dr. Harbin fur- 
ther testified that defendant was capable of forming a simple plan to 
kill and upon cross examination stated that strangulation “is not all 
that complex.” This testimony leaves open the possibility that defend- 
ant’s judgment, while impaired, left him capable of premeditation and 
deliberation. Additionally, Dr. Harbin testified on direct examination 
that defendant’s IQ scores placed him in the “mildly impaired range 
or the low range of normal.” According to Dr. Harbin, this intelligence 
level would make it difficult for defendant to attend any kind of grad- 
uate school. Regarding cognitive dysfunction in defendant, Dr. 
Harbin testified that “it was limited pretty much to mild impair- 
ment of memory, some significant impairments of what we call psy- 
chomotor speed.” He further testified that defendant exhibited 
active trial-and-error solutions to most problems and was disinclined 
to plan ahead or think problems through before acting. On cross- 
examination, however, Dr. Harbin acknowledged that defendant was 
able to think about taking a shower after killing Whitted, changing his 
clothes after the murder, burning the clothes in the fire he set, and 
covering up his actions by telling Whitted’s friend she had already 
gone to the doctor. 


We conclude that the evidence in the record abundantly sup- 
ports the arguments made by the prosecutor during his closing state- 
ments. The prosecutor merely fulfilled his duty “to present the State’s 
case with earnestness and vigor and to use every legitimate means to 
bring about a just conviction.” State v. Stegmann, 286 N.C. 638, 654, 
213 S.E.2d 262, 274 (1975), death sentence vacated, 428 U.S. 902, 49 
L. Ed. 2d 1205 (1976). Defendant has failed to show how the 
prosecutor’s comments infected the trial with unfairness and thus 
rendered the conviction fundamentally unfair. See State v. Rose, 339 
N.C. 172, 202, 451 S.E.2d 211, 229 (1994), cert. denied, 515 U.S. 1135, 
132 L. Ed. 2d 818 (1995). 


This assignment of error is without merit. 
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[4] In his next assignment of error, defendant argues that the trial 
court’s instructions to the jury regarding diminished capacity were 
erroneous and prejudicial because they contained an inaccurate and 
misleading statement of law. Defendant contends that these instruc- 
tions intimated an opinion of the court that defendant should be 
found guilty of felony murder and that they denied defendant the full 
benefit of his defense. 


The trial court instructed the jury regarding diminished capacity 
as follows: 


You may find there is evidence which tends to show that the 
defendant was intoxicated, drugged or lacked mental capacity at 
the time of the acts alleged in this case. Generally, voluntary 
intoxication or a voluntary drug condition is not a legal excuse 
for crime. However, if you find that the defendant was intoxi- 
cated, drugged or lacked mental capacity, you should consider 
whether this condition affected his ability to formulate the spe- 
cific intent to kill which is required for conviction of first degree 
murder on the basis of premeditation and deliberation. 


In order for you to find the defendant guilty of first degree 
murder on the basis of premeditation and deliberation, you must 
find beyond a reasonable doubt that he killed the deceased with 
malice and in the execution of an actual specific intent to kill 
formed after premeditation and deliberation. If as a result of 
intoxication, a drug condition or lack of mental capacity the 
defendant did not have the specific intent to kill the deceased 
formed after premeditation and deliberation, he is guilty of first 
degree murder—excuse me, he is not guilty of first degree mur- 
der on the basis of premeditation and deliberation. 


The law does not require any specific intent to kill for the 
defendant to be guilty of the crime of first degree murder on 
the basis of felony murder or second degree murder. Thus, the 
defendant’s intoxication or drug condition can have no bearing 
upon your determination of his guilt or innocence of these 
crimes. 


Therefore, I charge that if upon considering the evidence 
with respect to the defendant’s intoxication, drug condition or 
lack of mental capacity you have a reasonable doubt as to 
whether the defendant formulated the specific intent to kill 
required for conviction of first degree murder on the basis of 
premeditation and deliberation, you will not return a verdict of 
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guilty of first degree murder on the basis of premeditation and 
deliberation. 


Defendant contends this instruction was flawed in three respects: 
(1) the trial court diminished the importance of the evidence regard- 
ing defendant’s intoxication, drug use, and impaired mental capacity 
by giving only a single instruction, (2) the usage of the language “lack 
of capacity” rather than “impaired capacity” or “diminished capacity” 
improperly suggested that the jury must find defendant entirely with- 
out capacity to premeditate or deliberate in order to consider this evi- 
dence; and (8) the third paragraph of the instructions intimates an 
opinion of the trial judge that the jury should find defendant guilty of 
felony murder. 


With regard to defendant’s first two objections, we note that 
defendant did not challenge the instruction on these grounds at trial. 
The trial court thus did not have the opportunity to consider or rule 
on these issues. See N.C. R. App. P. 10(b)(1). Indeed, defendant 
agreed with the trial court that such an instruction was proper. 
Defendant will not be allowed to complain on appeal absent a show- 
ing of plain error. See N.C. R. App. P. 10(c)(4); see also State v. White, 
349 N.C. 535, 570, 508 S.E.2d 253, 275 (1998) (finding no error where 
defense counsel did not object when given the opportunity at the 
charge conference or after the charge was given and noting that 
defense counsel approved the instructions during the charge confer- 
ence), cert. denied, 527 U.S. 1026, 144 L. Ed. 2d 779 (1999); State v. 
Penley, 318 N.C, 30, 47, 347 S.E.2d 783, 793 (1986) (holding that the 
defendant waived the right to complain of jury instructions on appeal 
where he specifically objected to several portions of the instructions 
but not the portions complained of upon appeal). 


A plain error is one “so fundamental as to amount to a miscar- 
riage of justice or which probably resulted in the jury reaching a dif- 
ferent verdict than it otherwise would have reached.” State v. Bagley, 
321 N.C. 201, 213, 362 S.E.2d 244, 251 (1987), cert. denied, 485 U.S. 
1036, 99 L. Ed. 2d 912 (1988). Our review of the trial court’s instruc- 
tion reveals no plain error regarding defendant’s mental capacity. The 
trial court delivered the appropriate pattern jury instruction on this 
issue, which groups intoxication, drug use, and lack of mental capac- 
ity together. N.C.P.I—Crim. 305.11 (1989). By including intoxication, 
drug use, and lack of mental capacity in the instruction, the trial 
court provided defendant the benefit of all his evidence. We disagree 
with defendant’s contention that a single instruction diminished the 
significance of the evidence, as the instruction made it more likely 
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that the jury could have found all of the evidence sufficient to show 
diminished capacity. The State’s overwhelming evidence of premedi- 
tation and deliberation, however, could not have been overcome by 
defendant’s evidence of diminished capacity regardless of whether 
the evidence was considered under a single instruction or under 
multiple instructions. 


Similarly, we cannot say that the trial court committed plain error 
in its use of the words “lack of capacity” rather than “impaired capac- 
ity” or “diminished capacity.” The language “lack of capacity” appears 
in the pattern jury instructions that this Court approved in State v. 
Mash, 323 N.C. 339, 344, 372 S.E.2d 532, 535 (1988). Moreover, 
defendant referred to “lack of mental capacity” in his closing argu- 
ment. We fail to see any error in the trial court’s choice of the phrase 
“lack of capacity.” 


[5] Finally, defendant objects to the third paragraph of the jury 
instructions: 


The law does not require any specific intent to kill for the 
defendant to be guilty of the crime of first degree murder on 
the basis of felony murder or second degree murder. Thus, the 
defendant’s intoxication or drug condition can have no bearing 
upon your determination of his guilt or innocence of these 
crimes. 


Defendant contends that this paragraph intimates an opinion of 
the trial judge that the jury should find defendant guilty of felony 
murder. At the charge conference, defendant objected to the place- 
ment of this paragraph within the instruction concerning voluntary 
intoxication and lack of premeditation, preferring instead that the 
instruction be given earlier with the instructions for first-degree mur- 
der by premeditation and deliberation and felony murder. Defendant 
failed to raise the particular objection he now brings before us on 
appeal. “ “The theory upon which a case is tried in the lower court 
must control in construing the record and determining the validity 
of the exceptions.’” State v. Benson, 323 N.C. 318, 322, 372 S.E.2d 
517, 519 (1988) (quoting State v. Hunter, 305 N.C. 106, 112, 286 S.E.2d 
035, 539 (1982)). Defendant cannot raise this issue for the first time 
on appeal. 


Nonetheless, we again review defendant’s contention based on 
plain error. We note that the trial court expressly referred to the jury’s 
determination of “guilt or innocence” in its instruction and informed 
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the jury on the effect of intoxication on both felony murder and sec- 
ond-degree murder. The trial court did nothing more than inform the 
jurors that defendant’s intoxication was irrelevant to their determi- 
nation of guilt or innocence of felony murder or second-degree mur- 
der. Moreover, the court instructed the jurors as follows: 


The law, as indeed it should, requires the presiding judge 
to be impartial. You are not to draw any inference from any 
ruling that [ have made or any inflection in my voice or ex- 
pression on my face or any question I have asked any witness or 
anything else that I may have said or done during this trial that I 
have an opinion or have intimated an opinion as to whether any 
part of the evidence should be believed or disbelieved, as to 
whether any fact has or has not been proved or as to what your 
findings ought to be. It is your exclusive province to find the true 
facts of the case and to render a verdict reflecting the truth as 
you find it. 


We therefore reject defendant’s contention that the jury may have 
misconstrued the trial court’s instructions as requiring them to con- 
vict defendant of felony murder or to discount the evidence of 
impaired capacity. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


[6] In his next assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred by admitting the victim’s hearsay statements in violation of the 
Rules of Evidence and defendant’s state and federal constitutional 
rights to confront the witnesses against him. Defendant further 
argues that the testimony was inadmissible regardless of its hearsay 
character because it was irrelevant and unfairly prejudicial evidence 
of defendant’s bad character. See N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rules 401-04 (2001). 
We are not required to respond to defendant’s constitutional objec- 
tions because they were not raised at trial. See Benson, 323 N.C. at 
322, 372 8.E.2d at 519. 


Following a voir dire, the prosecutor was permitted to ask the 
victim’s best friend, Amanda McNeill, about statements the victim 
made within a few days before the victim’s death. McNeill testified 
that on 10 November 1999, Whitted told her, “[M]y man’s a crack head 
and I wish he would leave.” McNeill further testified, “[Y]ou could 
just look at her and tell that she was going through something.” 
Whitted told McNeill that she had asked defendant to leave. Later, on 
15 November 1999, one day before the murder, Whitted told McNeill 


542 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


STATE v. CARROLL 
[356 N.C. 526 (2002) 


that she was tired of defendant taking her money to buy drugs and 
that she “wanted him gone.” 


Hearsay is “a statement, other than one made by the declarant 
while testifying at the trial or hearing, offered in evidence to prove 
the truth of the matter asserted.” N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 801(c). 
However, “[o]ut-of-court statements offered for purposes other than 
to prove the truth of the matter asserted are not considered hearsay.” 
State v. Golphin, 352 N.C. 364, 440, 533 S.E.2d 168, 219 (2000), cert. 
denied, 5382 U.S. 9381, 149 L. Ed. 2d 305 (2001). In this instance, 
McNeill’s testimony is admissible under the state-of-mind exception 
to the general prohibition on hearsay. See N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 803(3) 
(2001). Under this exception, a statement is admissible if it applies to 
a “declarant’s then existing state of mind, emotion, sensation, or 
physical condition (such as intent, plan, motive, design, mental feel- 
ing, pain, and bodily health).” Jd. This Court recently reviewed the 
law regarding this exception to the hearsay rule: 


“The victim’s state of mind is relevant if it bears directly on the 
victim’s relationship with the defendant at the time the victim 
was killed.” State v. Bishop, 346 N.C. 365, 379, 488 S.E.2d 769, 776 
(1997); accord [State v.} Westbrooks, 345 N.C. [438,] 59, 478 S.E.2d 
[483,] 493 [(1996)]. Moreover, we have also stated that “a victim’s 
state of mind is relevant if it relates directly to circumstances giv- 
ing rise to a potential confrontation with the defendant.” State v. 
McLemore, 343 N.C. 240, 246, 470 S.E.2d 2, 5 (1996); see also State 
v. McHone, 334 N.C. 627, 637, 435 S.E.2d 296, 301-02 (1993) (state 
of mind relevant to show a stormy relationship between the vic- 
tim and the defendant prior to the murder), cert. denied, 511 U.S. 
1046, 128 L. Ed. 2d 220 (1994); State v. Lynch, 327 N.C. 210, 224, 
393 S.E.2d 811, 819 (1990) (the defendant’s threats to the victim 
shortly before the murder admissible to show the victim’s then- 
existing state of mind); State v. Cummings, 326 N.C. 298, 313, 389 
S.E.2d 66, 74 (1990) (the victim’s statements regarding the 
defendant’s threats relevant to the issue of her relationship with 
the defendant). 


State v. King, 353 N.C. 457, 477, 546 S.E.2d 575, 591 (2001), cert. 
denied, 534 U.S. 1147, 151 L. Ed. 2d 1002 (2002). 


The testimony in issue directly related to “ ‘circumstances giving 
rise to a potential confrontation with the defendant.’” Bishop, 346 
N.C. at 379, 488 S.E.2d at 776 (quoting McLemore, 343 N.C. at 246, 470 
S.E.2d at 5), quoted in King, 353 N.C. at 477-78, 546 S.E.2d at 591. 
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Defendant and Whitted were living together in her trailer. The state- 
ments demonstrated that Whitted was upset and wanted defendant to 
leave because Whitted was tired of defendant taking her money to’ 
buy drugs. Although she had asked him to leave, defendant remained. 
One day after Whitted’s second statement to McNeill and six days 
after her first statement to McNeill, defendant beat and strangled 
Whitted in her home. Viewed in this context, the statements clearly 
indicate difficulties in the relationship prior to the murder. 
Accordingly, the statements are admissible not as a recitation of 
facts but to show the victim’s state of mind. 


Additionally, we find no prejudice in the admission of the state- 
ments. The trial court instructed the jury that the evidence was 
admissible “to prove [only] a certain state of mind of the deceased at 
the time” and not “to prove the truth of the conduct described in the 
statement.” This limiting instruction was sufficient to prevent the jury 
from viewing the evidence as proof of defendant’s bad character. 


Defendant’s assignment of error is without merit. 


{7] In his next assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
committed plain error and structural error by failing to poll each 
juror individually to determine if the verdict was unanimous as to 
each distinct theory of first-degree murder. 


Prior to the jury beginning deliberations, the trial court fully 
instructed the jury on both the premeditation and deliberation theory 
of first-degree murder and the felony murder rule. The trial court 
instructed the jury as follows: 


I instruct you that a verdict is not a verdict until all 12 jurors 
agree unanimously as to what your decision shall be. You may not 
render a verdict by majority vote. 


The verdict form sets out first degree murder both on the 
basis of malice, premeditation and deliberation and first degree 
murder under the felony murder rule and second degree murder 
on the basis of malice without premeditation and deliberation. In 
the event you should find the defendant guilty of first degree mur- 
der, please have your foreman indicate whether you do so on the 
basis of malice, premeditation and deliberation or under the 
felony murder rule. 


The trial court sent the verdict sheet to the jury room with the 
jury. The verdict sheet provided, in pertinent part: 
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We, the jury, return as our unanimous verdict that the defendant, 
George Malcolm Carroll, is: 


___ 1. Guilty of First Degree Murder 


IF YOU FIND THE DEFENDANT GUILTY OF FIRST- 
DEGREE MURDER, IS IT 


___A. On the basis of malice, premeditation and 
deliberation? 


___ B. Under the first degree felony murder rule? 


The jury marked the verdict sheet in each appropriate place to unan- 
imously find defendant guilty of first-degree murder on the basis of 
malice, premeditation and deliberation and under the first-degree 
felony murder rule. 


Additionally, following jury deliberations and after the jury 
returned to the courtroom, the clerk stated, “The jury has returned as 
its unanimous verdict that the defendant, George Malcolm Carroll, as 
to file number 99 CRS 70909 is guilty of first degree murder on the 
basis of malice, premeditation and deliberation and under the first 
degree felony murder rule. Is this your unanimous verdict?” The 
jury foreman answered, “Yes, it is.” The trial court then stated, “So 
say you all.” All the jurors responded, “Yes.” 


The trial court then instructed the clerk to poll the jury. The clerk 
first asked the foreman: 


THE CLERK: Robert Golden, the jury has returned as its unan- 
imous verdict that the defendant, George Malcolm Carroll, is 
guilty of first degree murder. Is this your verdict? 


JUROR NINE [GOLDEN]: Yes, it is. 
THE CLERK: Do you still assent thereto? 
JUROR NINE: Yes. 


The clerk inquired of the remaining jurors in the same manner and 
each juror affirmed the unanimity of the verdict. 


Defendant contends the clerk should have further inquired 
whether each juror individually found defendant guilty of first-degree 
murder both on the basis of malice, premeditation and deliberation 
and under the first-degree felony murder rule. At trial, defendant 
failed to object to the form of the poll. 
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Our extensive review of the record reveals that the trial court 
made the jury thoroughly aware of the requirement of a unanimous 
verdict on each theory of first-degree murder. The transcript unques- 
tionably indicates that the jury unanimously found defendant guilty 
based on both malice, premeditation and deliberation and under the 
first-degree felony murder rule. 


The jury’s unanimous verdict based on both theories of first- 
degree murder was clearly represented on the verdict sheet. 
Moreover, following the clerk’s announcement that the jury unani- 
mously found defendant “guilty of first degree murder on the basis of 
malice, premeditation and deliberation and under the first degree 
felony murder rule,” each juror individually affirmed that this was 
indeed his verdict. It would strain reason to conclude that the jury’s 
verdict was not unanimously based on both theories of first-degree 
murder. Accordingly, the trial court properly polled the jury to ensure 
that the announced verdict was unanimous. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-1238 
(2001) (“The poll may be conducted by the judge or by the clerk by 
asking each juror individually whether the verdict announced is his 
verdict.”). Nothing more was required. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 
CAPITAL SENTENCING PROCEEDING 


[8] In his next three assignments of error, defendant argues the trial 
court erred by allowing the jury to consider and find the aggravating 
circumstance that defendant had been previously convicted of 
another felony involving the use or threat of violence to another per- 
son. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3) (2001). According to defendant, 
this aggravating circumstance was based solely on irrelevant and 
unreliable hearsay. 


During the sentencing proceeding, the State called Diane Hix, a 
deputy clerk in Cumberland County, who identified several docu- 
- ments as certified copies of Florida Circuit Court records. Following 
defendant’s objection, the trial court excused the jury and heard the 
following arguments: 


[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Your Honor, Ms. Hix is a clerk of our 
superior court and she is familiar with documents generated by 
courts, but I’m not sure if she is the person who received this doc- 
ument or even that our clerk’s office did. And I know that it’s got 
stamping which represents to be from the State of Florida and it’s 
got Janet Reno’s name on it and file stamps and everything. But I 
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would object, Your Honor, based on the fact that there’s no show- 
ing of where this came from. She is not the person who's received 
this document. And I’m not sure under what authority this is 
being requested to be admitted, Your Honor. 


THE Court: Mr. Hicks. 


Mr. Hicks [THE StaTE]: Pretty straightforward under 902 
of our rules of evidence which actually do not apply to a sen- 
tencing hearing. These are certified true copies. They are self- 
authenticating. The purpose of the clerk being up here is to show 
that’s a standard procedure in the clerk’s office to have true copy 
seals, and at this point, that’s about all the questions | have for 
her. Frankly, I could have offered this without any testimony. 


THe Court: Let me look at it just a minute. I believe that’s a 
correct statement of the law. Objection is overruled. Bring the 
jury back. 


Hix then testified that the Florida records identified “Robert Fulton” 
as the defendant and that the documents included a set of finger- 
prints made pursuant to the judgment. 


The State next called Kathleen Farrell, who was accepted by the 
trial court without objection as an expert in fingerprint identification. 
Farrell testified that she had compared the fingerprints in the Florida 
record to a set of defendant’s prints. Farrell said defendant’s prints 
were on a fingerprint card on permanent file in the Cumberland 
County Sheriff's Department. The card included defendant’s name, 
the charges of first-degree murder and first-degree arson, a street 
address, and the date “11/17/1999.” Farrell testified that fingerprint 
cards are kept in the ordinary course of business. The trial court 
allowed the fingerprint card to be admitted, with no objection 
from defendant. 


Also without objection, Farrell testified that the fingerprints in 
the Florida record and the prints on the Cumberland County finger- 
print card were made by the same person. Farrell then stated, again 
without objection, that the Florida judgment showed a robbery con- 
viction for the defendant in that case. Farrell also read the summary 
paragraph from the Florida judgment, which indicated the defendant 
had punched the victim in the nose, knocked him to the ground, and 
continued to kick him repeatedly, and had then removed the victim’s 
wallet before fleeing. 
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We conclude that the foregoing evidence was properly admitted 
to support the State’s submission of the (e)(3) aggravating circum- 
stance. The North Carolina Rules of Evidence do not apply in capital 
sentencing proceedings. N.C.G.S. $ 8C-1, Rule 1101(b)(8) (2001); 
State v. Hedgepeth, 350 N.C. 776, 784, 517 S.E.2d 605, 610 (1999), cert. 
denied, 529 U.S. 1006, 146 L. Ed. 2d 223 (2000); State v. Daughtry, 340 
N.C. 488, 517, 459 S.E.2d 747, 762 (1995), cert. denied, 516 U.S. 1079, 
133 L. Ed. 2d 739 (1996). Instead, the trial court has discretion to 
admit any evidence relevant to sentencing. N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(a)(3) 
(2001); State v. Thomas, 350 N.C. 315, 359, 514 S.E.2d 486, 513, 
cert. denied, 528 U.S. 1006, 145 L. Ed. 2d 388 (1999). Accordingly, the 
State is allowed to admit any evidence that substantially supports the 
death penalty. State v. Brown, 315 N.C. 40, 61, 337 S.E.2d 808, 824 
(1985), cert. denied, 476 U.S. 1164, 90 L. Ed. 2d 733 (1986), and 
overruled on other grounds by State v. Vandiver, 321 N.C. 570, 364 
S.E.2d 373 (1988). 


In the present case, a court clerk testified that the Florida docu- 
ments were signed and certified in a manner verifying their authen- 
ticity. The documents were thus shown to be reliable. Moreover, even 
if the Rules of Evidence were applied here, the documents could have 
been properly admitted. See N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 902 (2001) (provid- 
ing the rules concerning self-authenticating documents). 


Additionally, defendant did not object to Kathleen Farrell’s 
expert testimony that defendant’s fingerprints matched the finger- 
prints of the defendant in the Florida case. In our review of the 
record, we conclude the State fully established the reliability of the 
fingerprint card Farrell used to conduct her fingerprint comparison. 
Further, had the Rules of Evidence been applied here, the fingerprint 
card would have been clearly admissible. See N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, Rule 
803(6) (the business records exception to the hearsay rule). Farrell’s 
testimony was thus properly admitted to show that defendant had 
been previously convicted of another felony involving the use or 
threat of violence to another person under an assumed name. 


~ We conclude that the trial court properly admitted the Florida 
records, in conjunction with Farrell’s expert opinion, as reliable evi- 
dence relevant to the State’s duty to prove its aggravating circum- 
stances. Accordingly, the evidence was sufficient to support the trial 
court’s submission of the (e)(3) aggravating circumstance to the jury. 


These assignments of error are cverruled. 
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[9] In his next assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
erred by refusing to allow defendant to offer evidence of the non- 
statutory mitigating circumstance that defendant had accepted 
responsibility for the killing by offering to plead guilty to second- 
degree murder. 


During the sentencing proceeding, defendant’s attorney made a 
motion that the trial court allow defendant to present evidence that 
he was “willing to accept responsibility and take a plea... of 391 to 
479 months and that he made that offer.” Defendant’s attorney con- 
ceded that this “would be considered part of a settlement conference 
and those kinds of issues are not normally accepted and are pre- 
cluded from the case in chief.” The trial court ruled, “’m going to 
deny your motion to present that evidence. I do not think it’s relevant, 
particularly in view of the fact that it is relative to pretrial negotia- 
tions concerning a case. I will let you make whatever proffer you 
want to make relative to that.” 


Defendant’s attorney then acknowledged that the State had never 
made a plea offer, although plea negotiations had been ongoing 
throughout the case. Defendant’s attorney further informed the court 
that defendant was willing to plead guilty to second-degree murder. 
The State countered that while the defense had made several sugges- 
tions concerning what the State should offer defendant, no one ever 
made clear whether “defendant ha[d] himself offered to take any 
time.” After the trial court instructed the jury on sentencing, defend- 
ant’s attorney reasserted his earlier motion. The trial court again 
denied the motion. 


“In order for defendant to succeed on this assignment [of error], 
he must establish that (1) the nonstatutory mitigating circumstance is 
one which the jury could reasonably find had mitigating value, and 
(2) there is sufficient evidence of the existence of the circumstance 
to require it to be submitted to the jury.” Benson, 323 N.C. at 325, 372 
S.E.2d at 521. A trial court must submit a mitigating circumstance 
only if it is supported by substantial evidence. State v. Laws, 325 N.C. 
81, 109, 381 S.E.2d 609, 626 (1989), sentence vacated on other 
grounds, 494 U.S. 1022, 108 L. Ed. 2d 603 (1990). Substantial evidence 
is enough relevant evidence that a reasonable person would accept it 
as adequate to support a conclusion. State v. Fullwood, 329 N.C. 238, 
236, 404 S.B.2d 842, 844 (1991). 


In the present case, the evidence is at best conflicting as to 
defendant's willingness to plead guilty to second-degree murder. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 549 


STATE v. CARROLL 
[356 N.C. 526 (2002)}] 


From our review of the record, we can conclusively determine only 
that defendant’s attorney tried repeatedly to obtain a plea offer from 
the State. Because the State never made an offer, we cannot know 
with certainty whether defendant would have indeed pled guilty to 
second-degree murder and accepted a plea agreement. 


Assuming arguendo that defendant was willing to plead guilty to 
second-degree murder, this is evidence only of defendant’s willing- 
ness to lessen his exposure to the death penalty or a life sentence 
upon a first-degree murder conviction. Defendant’s willingness to 
accept a second-degree murder plea would be more likely a result of 
his assessment of the risk of trial than his willingness to accept 
responsibility for his actions. Indeed, defendant admitted to police 
that he was likely to get the death penalty for his crime. Moreover, 
defendant chose to plead not guilty and proceed to trial rather than 
enter a guilty plea and accept responsibility for the killing. Having 
made this choice, defendant cannot now complain that he should 
have been allowed to reveal during sentencing his hypothetical will- 
ingness to enter a guilty plea to a lesser crime. 


Finally, the trial court did submit to the jury the nonstatutory mit- 
igating circumstances that “[d]Jefendant at an early stage in the pro- 
ceedings admitted his involvement in the capital felony to law 
enforcement officers,” “[d]efendant’s cooperation and the informa- 
tion he provided were valuable to law enforcement,” “[d]efendant has 
expressed remorse for the murder,” “[d]Jefendant told the officers 
through his mother where to find him and peacefully surrendered.” 
The trial court also submitted to the jury the catchall mitigating cir- 
cumstance. See N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000 (f)(9). Accordingly, the jury was 
given ample means to determine whether defendant had accepted 
responsibility for his actions. 


In sum, the trial court properly refused to submit as a nonstatu- 
tory mitigating circumstance defendant’s willingness to accept 
responsibility for his actions through a plea bargain. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 


[10] In his next assignment of error, defendant argues the trial court 
failed to adequately poll the jury foreman as to whether he personally 
voted to impose a death sentence. 


The following portion of the sentencing hearing appears 
relevant: 
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THe Court: Mr. Foreman, again I would ask if you would 
stand and for the record state your name, please. 


JUROR NINE [FOREMAN]: Robert Golden. 


THE Court: Mr. Golden, has the jury reached a unanimous 
recommendation? 


JUROR NINE: Yes, Your Honor, we have. 


THE CourRT: Okay. Would you send the envelope to the 
officer, please. 


(Juror nine hands the envelope to the bailiff who hands it to 
the Court.) 


THE Court: You may have a seat. Thank you. 
JUROR NINE: Thank you. 


THE Court: Madam Clerk, would you take the verdict or the 
recommendation. 


THE CLERK: Will the foreman please stand. Mr. Foreman, the 
jury has returned as its answers to the issues and recommenda- 
tion as to punishment as to the defendant, George Malcolm 
Carroll, in file number 99 CRS 70909 the following: As to issue 
one, yes; as to issue two, yes; as to issue three, yes; as to issue 
four, yes. The jury has returned as its recommendation that the 
defendant be sentenced to death. Is this the unanimous recom- 
mendation of the jury? 


JUROR NINE: Yes, it is. 

THE CourRT: So say you all? 

(Jurors say “yes.”) 

THE Court: Would you poll the jury. 


THE CLERK: Will the foreman please stand. Mr. Foreman, you 
have returned as to the answers to the issues and recommenda- 
tion as to punishment as to the defendant, George Malcolm 
Carroll, in file number 99 CRS 70909 the following: As to issue 
one, yes; as to issue two, yes; as to issue three, yes; as to issue 
four, yes. Is this your recommendation? Do you still assent 
thereto? 


JUROR NINE: Yes, I do. 
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THE COURT: You may have a Seat. 


THE CLERK: You may have a seat. Juror number one, Maurice 
Dinkins. The foreman—juror number one, the foreman, Maurice 
Dinkins, the foreman has returned as its answers to the issues 
and recommendation as to punishment as to the defendant, 
George Malcolm Carroll, in file number 99 CRS 70909 the fol- 
lowing: As to issue one, yes; as to issue two, yes; as to issue 
three, yes; as to issue four, yes. The foreman has returned as its 
recommendation that the defendant be sentenced to death. Is 
this your recommendation? 


JUROR ONE: Yes. 
THE CLERK: Do you still assent thereto? 
JUROR ONE: Yes. 


The clerk then individually polled each remaining jury member in 
this same manner. 


Individual polling of a jury is done to ensure that each juror 
agrees to the sentence recommended. N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(b); State v. 
Richmond, 347 N.C. 412, 447, 495 S.E.2d 677, 697, cert. denied, 525 
U.S. 843, 142 L. Ed. 2d 88 (1998). No specific polling method is 
required to establish this purpose. State v. Spruill, 320 N.C. 688, 697, 
360 S.E.2d 667, 672 (1987), cert. denied, 486 U.S. 1061, 100 L. Ed. 2d 
934 (1988). 


In the present case, the jury poll completely established that 
every juror agreed with the imposition of the death penalty. The fore- 
man signed the sentencing recommendation form, which indicated 
the jury’s “yes” answers to Issues One, Two, Three and Four, as well 
as the recommendation of a death sentence. After the clerk read the 
answers to Issues One through Four and the death recommendation, 
the clerk asked the foreman if this was the unanimous recommenda- 
tion of the jury. The foreman affirmed that it was. The clerk then 
asked the foreman if the recommendation was his own and the 
foreman affirmed that it was. Although the clerk’s questioning of the 
foreman did not include a reference to the death sentence recom- 
mendation, Issue Four asks if the aggravating circumstances are suf- 
ficient to warrant the death penalty. Accordingly, we conclude the 
trial court sufficiently polled the jury foreman to ascertain whether 
he agreed with the death sentence. 


This assignment of error is overruled. 
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PRESERVATION ISSUES 


Defendant raises fourteen additional issues that he concedes 
have been previously decided contrary to his position by this Court: 
(1) the murder indictment unconstitutionally failed to allege all the 
elements of first-degree murder; (2) the trial court erred by submit- 
ting the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000 (e)(9) aggravating circumstance to the 
jury under instructions that were unconstitutionally vague; (3) the 
trial court erred in its jury instructions by limiting consideration of 
the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000 (f)(2) and (f)(6) mitigating circumstances to 
findings of certain specified causes and omitting other possible 
underlying causes, thereby unconstitutionally precluding the jury 
from considering the full scope of those mitigating circumstances; (4) 
the trial court erred in its jury instructions by conditioning the jury’s 
consideration of the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000 (f)(2) mitigating circum- 
stance, thereby precluding the jury from considering the full mitigat- 
ing scope of that circumstance; (5) the trial court erred by telling the 
sentencing jury that it must be unanimous to answer “no” at Issues 
One, Three, and Four on the issues and recommendation sheet; (6) 
the trial court erred in its instructions defining the burden of proof 
applicable to mitigating circumstances by using the terms “satisfac- 
tion” and “satisfy,” thus permitting jurors to establish for themselves 
the applicable legal standard; (7) the trial court erred by instructing 
the jury to decide whether all nonstatutory mitigating circumstances 
have mitigating value; (8) the trial court erred by instructing the jury 
on a definition of mitigation that was unconstitutionally narrow; (9) 
the trial court erred by using the term “may” instead of “must” in sen- 
tencing Issues Three and Four; (10) the trial court erred in its penalty 
phase instructions which allowed each juror in deciding Issues Three 
and Four to consider only the mitigation found by that juror at Issue 
Two; (11) the trial court erred in allowing death-qualification of the 
jury by excusing for cause certain jurors who expressed an unwill- 
ingness to impose the death penalty; (12) the trial court erred in its 
jury instructions on Issue Three that allowed the jury to answer that 
issue “yes” and recommend a death sentence if it found that the 
aggravating and mitigating circumstances were of equal weight; (13) 
the trial court erred by submitting to the jury all of defendant’s non- 
statutory mitigating circumstances as a single list and by failing to 
instruct separately on each mitigating circumstance; and (14) the trial 
court erred by denying defendant’s motions to preclude considera- 
tion of the death penalty and by sentencing defendant to death 
because the death penalty is cruel and unusual; the North Carolina 
capital sentencing scheme is imposed in a discriminatory manner, is 
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vague and overbroad, and involves subjective discretion; and the 
death sentence in this case was not supported by the evidence, was 
disproportionate, and was imposed under the influence of passion, 
prejudice, and other arbitrary factors. 


We have considered defendant’s contentions on these issues and 
find no reason to depart from our prior holdings. Therefore, we reject 
these arguments. 


PROPORTIONALITY REVIEW 


[11] Having concluded that defendant’s trial and capital sentencing 
proceeding were free from prejudicial error, we are required to 
review and determine: (1) whether the evidence supports the jury’s 
finding of the aggravating circumstances upon which the sentence of 
death was based; (2) whether the cleath sentence was imposed under 
the influence of passion, prejudice, or any other arbitrary factor; and 
(3) whether the death sentence is excessive or disproportionate to 
the penalty imposed in similar cases, considering both the crime and 
the defendant. N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(d)(2). 


In the present case, the jury convicted defendant of first-degree 
murder based on malice, premeditation and deliberation and under 
the first-degree felony murder rule. Following a capital sentencing 
proceeding, the jury found two aggravating circumstances: defendant 
had been previously convicted of another felony involving the use or 
threat of violence to another person, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3), and 
the murder was especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel, N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(9). 


The jury found all three statutory mitigating circumstances sub- 
mitted for consideration: (1) the murder was committed while 
defendant was under the influence.of mental or emotional disturb- 
ance, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(2); (2) the capacity of defendant to 
appreciate the criminality of his conduct or to conform his conduct 
to the requirements of law was impaired, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(6); 
and (3) the catchall mitigating circumstance that there existed any 
other circumstance arising from the evidence that any juror deems to 
have mitigating value, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(9). Of the seventeen 
nonstatutory mitigating circumstances submitted by the trial court, 
the jury found four to exist: (1) defendant did not have a positive 
male role model in his home while growing up, (2) defendant’s step- 
father introduced defendant to criminal activity at an early age, (3) 
defendant has a history of drug and alcohol abuse and has suffered 
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cognitive defects as a result of the drug and alcohol abuse, and (4) 
defendant’s cooperation and the information he provided were valu- 
able to law enforcement. 


After thoroughly examining the record, transcript, briefs, and 
oral arguments, we conclude that the evidence fully supports the 
aggravating circumstances found by the jury. Further, we find no indi- 
cation that the sentence of death was imposed under the influence of 
passion, prejudice, or any other arbitrary factor. We turn then to our 
final statutory duty of proportionality review. 


The purpose of proportionality review is to “eliminate the possi- 
bility that a person will be sentenced to die by the action of an aber- 
rant jury.” State v. Holden, 321 N.C. 125, 164-65, 362 S.E.2d 513, 537 
(1987), cert. denied, 486 U.S. 1061, 100 L. Ed. 2d 9385 (1988). 
Proportionality review also acts “[a]s a check against the capricious 
or random imposition of the death penalty.” State v. Barfield, 298 
N.C. 306, 354, 259 $.E.2d 510, 544 (1979), cert. denied, 448 U.S. 907, 
65 L. Ed. 2d 1137 (1980). In conducting proportionality review, we 
compare the present case with other cases in which this Court con- 
cluded that the death penalty was disproportionate. State v. 
McCollum, 334 N.C. 208, 240, 433 S.E.2d 144, 162 (1993), cert. denied, 
512 U.S. 1254, 129 L. Ed. 2d 895 (1994). 


We have found the death sentence disproportionate in eight 
cases. State v. Kemmerlin, 356 N.C. 446, 573 S.E.2d 870 (2002); 
Benson, 323 N.C. 318, 372 S.E.2d 517; State v. Stokes, 319 N.C. 1, 352 
S.E.2d 653 (1987); State v. Rogers, 316 N.C. 203, 341 S.E.2d 713 
(1986), overruled on other grounds by State v. Gaines, 345 N.C. 647, 
483 S.E.2d 396, cert. denied, 522 U.S. 900, 189 L. Ed. 2d 177 (1997), 
and by Vandiver, 321 N.C. 570, 364 S.E.2d 373; State v. Young, 312 
N.C. 669, 325 S.E.2d 181 (1985); State v. Hill, 311 N.C. 465, 319 S.E.2d 
163 (1984); State v. Bondurant, 309 N.C. 674, 309 S.E.2d 170 (1988); 
State v. Jackson, 309 N.C. 26, 305 S.E.2d 703 (1983). 


We conclude that this case is not substantially similar to any case 
in which this Court has found the death penalty disproportionate. 
Defendant was convicted on the basis of malice, premeditation, and 
deliberation and under the first-degree felony murder rule. “The find- 
ing of premeditation and deliberation indicates a more cold-blooded 
and calculated crime.” State v. Artis, 325 N.C. 278, 341, 384 S.E.2d 
470, 506 (1989), sentence vacated on other grounds, 494 U.S. 10238, 
108 L. Ed. 2d 604 (1990). Further, this Court has repeatedly noted that 
“a finding of first-degree murder based on theories of premeditation 
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and deliberation and of felony murder is significant.” State v. Bone, 
354 N.C. 1, 22, 550 S.E.2d 482, 495 (2001), cert. dented, — U.S. —, 
152 L. Ed. 2d 231 (2002). 


In the present case, following an argument, defendant slapped 
the victim and struck the victim on the leg and face with a machete. 
The machete cut the back of the victim’s head and caused her to 
bleed uncontrollably. When the victim screamed, defendant carried 
her to her bed, where he put the bedsheet in the victim’s mouth and 
put his hands on her throat to keep her quiet. After the victim died, 
defendant attempted to burn the victim’s body and the home. We note 
here this Court’s oft-cited proviso that “[a] murder in the home 
‘shocks the conscience, not only because a life was senselessly taken, 
but because it was taken [at] an especially private place, one [where] 
a person has a right to feel secure.’ ” State v. Adams, 347 N.C. 48, 77, 
490 S.E.2d 220, 236 (1997) (quoting State v. Brown, 320 N.C. 179, 
231, 358 S.E.2d 1, 34, cert. denied, 484 U.S. 970, 98 L. Ed. 2d 406 
(1987)) (alterations in original), cert. denied, 522 U.S. 1096, 139 
L. Ed. 2d 878 (1998). In sum, the facts of the present case clearly dis- 
tinguish this case from those in which this Court has held a death 
sentence disproportionate. 


We also compare this case with the cases in which this Court has 
found the death penalty to be proportionate. McCollum, 334 N.C. at 
244, 433 S.E.2d at 164. Although we review all cases in the pool of 
“similar cases” when engaging in our statutorily mandated duty of 
proportionality review, “we will not undertake to discuss or cite all of 
those cases each time we carry out that duty.” Id.; accord State v. 
Gregory, 348 N.C. 208, 213, 499 S.E.2d 753, 760, cert. denied, 525 U.S. 
952, 142 L. Ed. 2d 315 (1998). After thoroughly analyzing the present 
case, we conclude this case is more similar to cases in which we have 
found the sentence of death proportionate than to those in which we 
have found it disproportionate. 


Whether a sentence of death is “disproportionate in a particular 
case ultimately rest[s] upon the ‘experienced judgments’ of the mem- 
bers of this Court.” State v. Green, 336 N.C. 142, 198, 448 S.E.2d 14, 
47, cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1046, 180 L. Ed. 2d 547 (1994). Therefore, 
based upon the characteristics of this defendant and the crime he 
committed, we are convinced the sentence of death recommended 
by the jury and ordered by the trial court in the instant case is not 
disproportionate or excessive. 
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Accordingly, we conclude that defendant received a fair trial and 
capital sentencing proceeding, free from prejudicial error. The judg- 
ment and sentence entered by the trial court must therefore be left 
undisturbed. 


NO ERROR. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. JAMES LEWIS MILLSAPS 


No. 210A01 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


Homicide— first-degree murder—felony murder—premedita- 
tion and deliberation—failure to submit second-degree 
murder—premeditation and deliberation convictions 
vacated—resentencing for one felony murder 


In a capital trial wherein defendant was found guilty of two 
counts of first-degree murder based on premeditation and delib- 
eration and felony murder of each victim, with the murder of the 
other victim as the underlying felony, and defendant was sen- 
tenced to death for each murder, the trial court erred by failing to 
instruct on second-degree murder as a lesser offense included 
within premeditated and deliberate murder, and defendant’s con- 
victions based on premeditated and deliberate murders must be 
vacated. Accordingly, defendant’s convictions for first-degree 
murder are validly based only on felony murder, the murder pro- 
viding the underlying felony in each case constitutes an element 
of that murder and merges into that murder conviction, judgment 
must be arrested on one of the murders, and defendant is 
awarded a new sentencing hearing at which only one felony mur- 
der will be submitted and the (e)(5) aggravating circumstance, 
that the murder was committed while defendant was engaged in 
the commission of any homicide, may not be considered. 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(5). 


Appeal as of right pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-27(a) from judg- 
ments imposing sentences of death entered by DeRamus, J., on 22 
November 2000 in Superior Court, Wilkes County, upon jury verdicts 
finding defendant guilty of two counts of first-degree murder. Heard 
in the Supreme Court 11 September 2002. 
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Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by William B. Crumpler, 
Assistant Attorney General, for the State. 


Staples Hughes, Appellate Defender, by Anne M. Gomez, 
Assistant Appellate Defender, jor defendant-appellant. 


PARKER, Justice. 


Defendant James Lewis Millsaps was indicted on 31 January 2000 
for the first-degree murder of Rhoda Rousseau and of Lenna Lewis. 
He was tried capitally and was.found guilty of first-degree murder on 
both counts based on premeditation and deliberation and felony mur- 
der of each victim, with the murder of the other victim as the under- 
lying felony. Following a capital sentencing proceeding, the jury 
recommended that defendant be sentenced to death for each 
murder, and the tria] court entered judgment accordingly. 


The State’s evidence tended to show that about 9:00 a.m. on 13 
January 2000, Lenna Lewis and Rhoda Rousseau went to the home of 
their brother, Harold Harris, and his wife, Elizabeth, on Camp Joe 
Harris Road in Wilkes County. Harold, an elderly man with a history 
of debilitating health problems, had recently been discharged from 
the Veterans Administration Hospital and required substantial daily 
care from his family. With the help of Harold’s sisters and defendant, 
Elizabeth tended to Harold’s daily needs, such as bathing him, feed- 
ing him, transferring him from the bed to his wheelchair, changing his 
clothes, and administering his medications. However, as the demands 
of tending to Harold grew more taxing on the family, tension among 
family members became more palpable. 


When defendant arrived at the Harris home shortly after the 
sisters had arrived, he helped move Harold from his bed to a wheel- 
chair. Although defendant was Elizabeth’s great-nephew, he had 
been raised by Harold and Elizabeth as a son since childhood. 


At approximately 10:00 a.m., as members of the family started 
cleaning up from breakfast, defendant and Lenna went to her car for 
some trash bags. At the same time, Rhoda’s daughter, Martenia Haley, 
who lived near the Harrises, heard Lenna exclaim in a frightened 
tone, “Don’t. Please don’t.” Martenia then heard two gunshots. 
Elizabeth also heard a gunshot and went outside where she observed 
Lenna lying on the ground. When Elizabeth turned Lenna over, blood 
spewed onto Elizabeth’s clothes. Elizabeth began screaming and ran 
to neighbors’ homes seeking help. Martenia arrived at the Harris res- 
idence about two minutes after hearing the gunshots and observed 
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Lenna lying on the ground in the yard. Defendant told Martenia that 
Rhoda was all right and that he had already called 911. As defendant 
stood three or four feet away from Martenia, he pointed the handgun 
at her and said, “I ought to shoot you too.” 


Martenia’s granddaughter, Kimberly Gibbs, also arrived at the 
scene shortly thereafter and was told by Elizabeth to check on 
Rhoda. Kimberly went into the house where she saw Harold sitting 
in his wheelchair. Harold was crying, and he told Kimberly that 
Rhoda had been shot and was lying on the other side of the kitchen 
counter. Kimberly then saw Rhoda lying on the kitchen floor; she was 
suffering from injuries to her hand and chest. The telephone receiver 
was lying on the kitchen counter. Kimberly called 911, told the dis- 
patcher to send an ambulance, and reported that defendant had shot 
her great-grandmother. In the emergency room at Wilkes County 
Regional Medical Center, Rhoda was conscious; and she stated that 
defendant was responsible for the shooting. Rhoda’s injuries required 
that she be transported to Wake Forest University Baptist Medical 
Center, where she died from the gunshot wounds. An autopsy per- 
formed on 21 January 2000 revealed a wound track indicating that the 
bullet first entered Rhoda's right wrist, continued through her wrist, 
and then passed through her right breast before lodging in her left 
back under the skin. 


Saundra Brooks, the first EMT responder at the scene, deter- 
mined that Lenna was already dead when she arrived. An autopsy | 
was performed on 14 January 2000 and revealed three bullet wound 
tracks. Two bullets entered Lenna’s back on the left side and exited 
the front portion of her neck. The bullet for the third track entered 
the left side of the victim’s chest near her breast, crossed her body, 
and lodged under the skin on her right side. Lenna’s death resulted 
from these wounds. The State Bureau of Investigation laboratory con- 
cluded that the bullets retrieved from both autopsies were fired from 
defendant’s nine-millimeter semiautomatic pistol. 


Dr. George Corvin, a forensic psychiatrist, testified for defendant. 
Based on his interviews with and testing of defendant, Dr. Corvin was 
of the opinion that defendant suffered from delusions of a prosecu- 
tory nature. Dr. Corvin testified that defendant’s psychosis would 
have grossly impaired his ability to plan purposefully and intention- 
ally with a full understanding of the nature and consequences of his 
acts and that defendant’s ability to form the specific intent to kill was 
absent on that day. 
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On appeal defendant contends that his constitutional rights 
under the Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 
Constitution; Article I, Sections 19, 23, 24, and 27 of the North 
Carolina Constitution; and North Carolina common law were violated 
in that the trial court (i) erred in failing to submit second-degree mur- 
der as a possible verdict to the jury; (ii) erred in submitting two first- 
degree murder convictions for the jury’s consideration at sentencing; 
and (iii) erred in submitting the (e)(5) aggravating circumstance, see 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(5) (2001) (that the murder was committed 
while the defendant was engaged in the commission of any homi- 
cide). Defendant notes that the testimony of Dr. Corvin supported the 
submission of second-degree murder and further notes that the trial 
court stated that if it were charging on premeditation and delibera- 
tion only, it would submit and instruct on the lesser-included offense 
of second-degree murder. Defendant also urges that as a consequence 
of the trial court’s error in failing to submit second-degree murder, 
the first-degree murder convictions premised on premeditation and 
deliberation are invalid. Accordingly, defendant’s convictions for 
first-degree murder are based solely on felony murder, hence, the 
murder providing the underlying felony in each case becomes an ele- 
ment of that murder and merges with that murder conviction, thereby 
entitling defendant to a new sentencing hearing at which he is sen- 
tenced for only one first-degree murder conviction based on felony 
murder, and the State is precluded from using the other murder con- 
viction to support the (e)(5) aggravating circumstance. 


The State acknowledges that if the trial court’s failure to submit 
second-degree murder was error, then defendant's merger analysis 
under felony murder is correct. However, the State vigorously con- 
tends that the trial court’s refusal to submit second-degree murder 
was not error. The State further urges that if this Court concludes 
that the failure to submit second-degree murder was error, then the 
remedy should be that defendant be given a new trial on first-degree 
premeditated and deliberate murder only at which the State would 
again have the opportunity to prove premeditation and deliberation, 
which if found by the jury would enable the State to have the (e)(5) 
aggravating circumstance submitted to the jury during the sentencing 
proceeding. 


Based on these contentions, the issues before the Court as to 
these assignments of error are (1) whether the trial court committed 
error by failing to submit second-degree murder; and (ii) if so, what 
remedy is appropriate. 
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At the outset we note certain well-settled principles applicable to 
first-degree murder. The crime is first-degree murder. Premeditation 
and deliberation and felony murder are theories which the State may 
use, pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 14-17, to convict a defendant of first- 
degree murder. However, a defendant is convicted of the crime, not 
of the theory. State v. Thomas, 325 N.C. 583, 593, 386 S.E.2d 555, 561 
(1989). When a defendant is convicted of felony murder only, the 
underlying felony constitutes an element of first-degree murder and 
merges into the murder conviction. State v. Silhan, 302 N.C. 223, 262, 
275 §.E.2d 450, 477 (1981), overruled on other grounds by State v. 
Sanderson, 346 N.C. 669, 488 S.E.2d 133 (1997). Consequently, if a 
defendant is convicted only of first-degree felony murder, the under- 
lying felony cannot be used as an aggravating circumstance at the 
sentencing proceeding, State v. Cherry, 298 N.C. 86, 113, 257 S.E.2d 
001, 567-68 (1979), cert. denied, 446 U.S. 941, 64 L. Ed. 2d 796 (1980); 
nor if convicted of the underlying felony can a defendant be sen- 
tenced separately for that felony, State v. Wilson, 345 N.C. 119, 122, 
478 S.E.2d 507, 510 (1996). However, if a defendant is convicted of 
first-degree murder on the basis of both premeditation and delibera- 
tion and felony murder, then premeditated and deliberate murder 
alone supports the conviction; the underlying felony for felony mur- 
der can be used as an aggravating circumstance at sentencing, State 
v. Silhan, 302 N.C. at 262, 275 S.E.2d at 478 (relying on State v. 
Goodman, 298 N.C. 1, 257 S.E.2d 569 (1979)); and the defendant can 
receive separate sentences for both the first-degree murder convic- 
tion and the conviction, if any, for the underlying felony supporting 
felony murder. State v. Wilson, 345 N.C. at 122, 478 S.E.2d at 510. 


The frequently quoted standard for deciding whether the trial 
court must instruct on and submit second-degree murder as a lesser- 
included offense of first-degree murder is as follows: 


The determinative factor is what the State’s evidence tends to 
prove. If the evidence is sufficient to fully satisfy the State’s bur- 
den of proving each and every element of the offense of murder 
in the first degree, including premeditation and deliberation, and 
there is no evidence to negate these elements other than defend- 
ant’s denial that he committed the offense, the trial judge should 
properly exclude from jury consideration the possibility of a con- 
viction of second degree murder. 


State v. Strickland, 307 N.C. 274, 293, 298 S.E.2d 645, 658 (1983), 
overruled in part on other grounds by State v. Johnson, 317 N.C. 
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193, 344 S.E.2d 775 (1986). An instruction on a lesser-included 
offense must be given only if the evidence would permit the jury 
rationally to find defendant guilty of the lesser offense and to acquit 
him of the greater. State v. Conaway, 339 N.C. 487, 514, 453 $.E.2d 
824, 841, cert. denied, 516 U.S. 884, 133 L. Ed. 2d 153 (1995). In State 
v. Warren, the Court said: 


“It is a well established rule that when the law and evidence jus- 
tify the use of the felony-murder rule, then the State is not 
required to prove premeditation and deliberation, and neither is 
the court required to submit to the jury second-degree murder or 
manslaughter unless there is evidence to support it.” 


292 N.C. 235, 242, 232 S.E.2d 419, 423 (1977) (quoting State v. 
Swift, 290 N.C. 383, 407, 226 S.B.2d 652, 669 (1976)), quoted in 
State v. Wall, 304 N.C. 609, 620, 286 S.E.2d 68, 75 (1982). 


The application of this standard appears to have resulted in diver- 
gent lines of cases in the context of felony murder. In one group of 
cases, the Court has simply found that, applying the applicable evi- 
dentiary standard, the evidence did not support submission of a 
lesser-included offense. See, e.g., State v. Williams, 343 N.C. 345, 471 
S.E.2d 379 (1996), cert. denied, 519 U.S. 1061, 136 L. Ed. 2d 618 
(1997); State v. Robinson, 342 N.C. 74, 463 S.E.2d 218 (1995), cert. 
denied, 517 U.S. 1197, 134 L. Ed. 2d 793 (1996); State v. Frye, 341 N.C. 
470, 461 S.E.2d 664 (1995), cert. denied, 517 U.S. 1128, 134 L. Ed. 2d 
526 (1996); State v. Zuniga, 320 N.C. 233, 357 S.E.2d 898, cert. 
denied, 484 U.S. 959, 98 L. Ed. 2d 384 (1987). Another group of cases 
suggests that if any evidence is presented to negate first-degree mur- 
der, then the jury must be instructed on the lesser-included offenses 
supported by the evidence. See, e.g., State v. Phipps, 331 N.C. 427, 
418 §.E.2d 178 (1992); State v. Thomas, 325 N.C. 588, 386 S.E.2d 555; 
State v. Williams, 284 N.C. 67, 199 S.E.2d 409 (1973). Yet another 
group of cases holds or suggests in dicta that if the evidence sup- 
ports a conviction based on felony murder, the failure to instruct on 
second-degree murder is not error or not prejudicial error. See, e.g., 
State v. Wilson, 354 N.C. 4938, 556 S.E.2d 272 (2001); State v. 
Robinson, 342 N.C. 74, 463 S.E.2d 218; State v. Quick, 329 N.C. 1, 405 
S.E.2d 179 (1991); State v. Vines, 317 N.C. 242, 345 S.E.2d 169 (1986); 
State v. Wall, 304 N.C. 609, 286 S.E.2d 68; State v. Covington, 290 N.C. 
313, 226 $.E.2d 629 (1976). 


We begin our discussion by examining some of these cases. In 
State v. Thomas, 325 N.C. 583, 3&6 S.E.2d 555, the defendant was 
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indicted for first-degree murder and was tried on the basis of felony 
murder only with the underlying felony being the discharging of a 
firearm into an occupied structure in violation of N.C.G.S. § 14-34.1. 
The Court held that the failure to instruct on involuntary manslaugh- 
ter was error. The Court stated: 


Under North Carolina and federal law a lesser included offense 
instruction is required if the evidence “would permit a jury ra- 
tionally to find [defendant] guilty of the lesser offense and acquit 
him of the greater.” Strickland, 307 N.C. at 286, 298 S.E.2d at 654, 
quoting Beck v. Alabama, 447 U.S. 625, 635, 65 L. Ed. 2d 392, 401 
(1980). The test is whether there “is the presence, or absence, of 
any evidence in the record which might convince a rational trier 
of fact to convict the defendant of a less grievous offense.” State 
v. Wright, 304 N.C. 349, 351, 283 S.E.2d 502, 503 (1981). Where the 
State’s evidence is positive as to each element of the offense 
charged and there is no contradictory evidence relating to any 
element, no instruction on a lesser included offense is required. 
State v. Peacock, 313 N.C. 554, 330 S.E.2d 190 (1985). 


It is well settled that “a defendant is entitled to have all lesser 
degrees of offenses supported by the evidence submitted to 
the jury as possible alternative verdicts.” State v. Palmer, 293 
N.C. 633, 648-44, 239 S.E.2d 406, 413 (1977). On the other 
hand, the trial court need not submit lesser included degrees 
of a crime to the jury “when the State’s evidence is positive as 
to each and every element of the crime charged and there is 
no conflicting evidence relating to any element of the 
charged crime.” 


State v. Drumgold, 297 N.C. 267, 271, 254 S.E.2d 531, 533 (1979), 
quoting State v. Harvey, 281 N.C. 1, 13-14, 187 S.E.2d 706, 714 
(1972) (emphasis in original). Such conflicts may arise from evi- 
dence introduced by the State, State v. Hicks, 241 N.C. 156, 84 
S.E.2d 545 (1954), or the defendant. They may arise when only 
the State has introduced evidence. Peacock, 313 N.C. 554, 330 
S.E.2d 190; Williams, 284 N.C. 67, 199 S.E.2d 409. 


State v. Thomas, 325 N.C. at 594, 386 S.E.2d at 561 (alteration in orig- 
inal). The dissent acknowledged that the defendant could have been 
entitled to have the lesser-included offense submitted if the first- 
degree murder charge had been submitted on the basis of both pre- 
meditated and deliberate murder and felony murder. Jd. at 601-02, 
605-06, 386 S.E.2d at 565-66, 568 (Mitchell, J. (later C.J.), dissenting). 
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In State v. Quick, 329 N.C. 1, 405 S.E.2d 179, the defendant was 
found guilty of first-degree murder on the basis of premeditation and 
deliberation and felony murder and was also convicted of robbery 
with a dangerous weapon. Following the jury’s recommendation, the 
trial court sentenced the defendant to death for the first-degree mur- 
der conviction; the trial court also arrested judgment on the armed 
robbery conviction. On appeal the defendant contended that he was 
entitled to a new trial in that the trial court erred by failing to instruct 
on second-degree murder. Addressing this issue, the Court quoted the 
applicable standard from State v. Strickland, 307 N.C. 274, 298 S.E.2d 
645; noted that evidence from a State’s witness tended to show 
absence of premeditation and deliberation; held that the assignment 
of error was without merit; and found no prejudicial error in the guilt- 
innocence phase of the defendant’s trial, but awarded the defendant 
a new sentencing hearing for error under McKoy v. North Carolina, 
494 U.S. 433, 108 L. Ed. 2d 369 (1990). The Court stated, “ ‘[W]here the 
law and the evidence justify the use of the felony murder rule, the 
State is not required to prove premeditation and deliberation... .’ ” 
State v. Quick, 329 N.C. at 28, 405 S.E.2d at 196 (quoting State v. 
Rinck, 303 N.C. 551, 565, 280 S.E.2d 912, 923 (1981)) (second alter- 
ation in original). The Court then noted that in Quick, as in State v. 
Covington, 290 N.C. 313, 226 8.E.2d 629, 


[a]ll of the evidence tendecl to show that the murder of [the 
victim] was perpetrated during the course of an armed rob- 
bery. Such a killing is murder in the first degree and the trial 
judge was therefore not required to submit lesser included 
offenses to the jury for its consideration. 


[State v. Covington, 290 N.C.] at 346, 226 S.E.2d at 651. Stated 
another way, “[t]here is no evidence that decedent was 
killed other than in the course of the commission of the felony” 
of armed robbery. State v. Rinck, 303 N.C. at 565, 280 S.E.2d 
at 923. 


State v. Quick, 329 N.C. at 28-29, 405 S.E.2d at 196 (first, second, and 
fourth alterations in original). 


The next case to address the issue was State v. Phipps, 331 N.C. 
427, 418 S.E.2d 178, in which the defendant was convicted of first- 
degree murder on the basis of both premeditation and deliberation 
and felony murder with robbery with a dangerous weapon as the 
underlying felony for which the defendant was also convicted. Upon 
the jury’s recommendation, the trial court sentenced the defendant to 
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life imprisonment for the first-degree murder conviction and also sen- 
tenced him for the robbery with a dangerous weapon conviction. On 
appeal this Court stated that “the jury could have concluded that 
defendant killed the victim with malice but without the premeditation 
and deliberation necessary for first-degree murder. It therefore was 
error for the trial court to refuse to instruct on second-degree mur- 
der.” Id. at 459, 418 S.E.2d at 195. The Court held, however, that the 
defendant was not entitled to a new trial in that the jury based its ver- 
dict on both premeditation and deliberation and felony murder; and 
the conviction under the felony murder rule was without error. Id. 
The Court arrested judgment on the underlying felony. The dissent 
concluded that the defendant’s evidence was insufficient to negate 
premeditation and deliberation. Jd. at 461, 418 S.E.2d at 196-97 
(Meyer, J., dissenting). 


Most recently in State v. Wilson, 354 N.C. 498, 556 S.E.2d 272, the 
defendant was convicted of two counts of first-degree murder on the 
basis of both premeditation and deliberation and felony murder and 
was also convicted of robbery with a firearm and conspiracy to com- 
mit robbery with a firearm. The jury recommended life imprisonment 
for the murder convictions; and the trial court sentenced defendant to 
two consecutive sentences of life imprisonment, to forty years’ 
imprisonment for the robbery with a firearm conviction, and to ten 
years’ imprisonment for the conspiracy to commit robbery with a 
firearm conviction. On defendant’s appeal this Court did not deter- | 
mine whether the failure to instruct on second-degree murder was in 
fact error; but, relying on State v. Quick, 329 N.C. 1, 405 S.E.2d 179, 
the Court concluded that if it be assumed arguendo that the evidence 
was sufficient to permit a jury rationally to determine that the 
defendant acted without premeditation and deliberation, defendant 
would be entitled to a second-degree murder instruction “only if evi- 
dence also tended to show that the murder was not committed in the 
course of the commission of a felony.” State v. Wilson, 354 N.C. at 
506, 556 S.E.2d at 281. After determining that the evidence would not 
permit a finding that the murder was not committed in the course of 
the commission of a felony, the Court concluded that “the trial court 
properly refused to instruct the jury on second-degree murder as a 
lesser-included offense to first-degree murder.” Jd. at 508, 556 S.E.2d 
at 282; see also State v. Robinson, 342 N.C. 74, 463 $.E.2d 218 (hold- 
ing, where the defendant had been sentenced to death, that the evi- 
dence was insufficient to constitute affirmative evidence tending to 
negate premeditation and deliberation, but noting, with citation to 
State v. Phipps, 331 N.C. 427, 418 S.E.2d 178, that even assuming 
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arguendo that the evidence was sufficient to negate premeditation 
and deliberation, the defendant was not prejudiced by the trial court’s 
failure to instruct on second-degree murder in that the jury also 
found the defendant guilty of first-degree murder based on felony 
murder and the defendant would not be entitled to a new trial). 


Our examination of the above-cited cases discloses that the fol- 
lowing principles have evolved in our first-degree felony murder 
jurisprudence: (i) If the evidence of the underlying felony supporting 
felony murder is in conflict and the evidence would support a lesser- 
included offense of first-degree murder, the trial court must instruct 
on all lesser-included offenses supported by the evidence whether the 
State tries the case on both premeditation and deliberation and 
felony murder or only on felony murder. State v. Thomas, 325 N.C. 
583, 386 8.E.2d 555. Gi) If the State tries the case on both premedita- 
tion and deliberation and felony murder and the evidence supports 
not only first-degree premeditated and deliberate murder but also 
second-degree murder, or another lesser offense included within pre- 
meditated and deliberate murder, the trial court must submit the 
lesser-included offenses within premeditated and deliberate murder 
irrespective of whether all the evidence would support felony mur- 
der. State v. Phipps, 331 N.C. 427, 418 S.E.2d 178; State v. Wall, 304 
N.C. 609, 286 S.E.2d 68; see also State v. Vines, 317 N.C. 242, 345 
S.E.2d 169 (holding that the failure to submit second-degree murder 
and involuntary manslaughter was not prejudicial error where the 
trial court submitted premeditation and deliberation, voluntary 
manslaughter, and felony murder; and the jury did not find premedi- 
tation and deliberation). (iii) If the evidence as to the underlying 
felony supporting felony murder is not in conflict and all the evidence 
supports felony murder, the trial court is not required to instruct on 
the lesser offenses included within premeditated and deliberate mur- 
der if the case is submitted on felony murder only. See State v. 
Covington, 290 N.C. 313, 226 S.E.2d 629. 


In the present case the State concedes that defendant’s evidence 
supported submission of second-degree murder. However, relying on 
State v. Quick, 329 N.C. 1, 405 S.E.2d 179, and State v. Wilson, 354 
N.C. 493, 556 S.E.2d 272, the State argues that, notwithstanding this 
evidence, the trial court’s failure to instruct on second-degree murder 
was not error in that the evidence would not permit a rational juror 
to find that defendant did not commit felony murder. The State’s posi- 
tion is that irrespective of whether the jury found that defendant 
committed first-degree premeditated and deliberate murder or 
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second-degree murder, it would still have found felony murder; and 
defendant would thus be guilty of first-degree murder. 


The critical issue, however, is not whether the jury would have 
found felony murder, but rather whether defendant adduced any evi- 
dence negating premeditation and deliberation; if so, the trial court 
must instruct on the lesser-included offenses supported by the evi- 
dence. See State v. Strickland, 307 N.C. at 293, 298 S.E.2d at 658. 
While the State may rely on the felony murder rule to support a con- 
viction for first-degree murder and is not required to submit premed- 
itated and deliberate murder to prove first-degree murder, if the trial 
court instructs on premeditated and deliberate murder, it must 
instruct on all lesser-included offenses within premeditated and 
deliberate murder supported by the evidence. See State v. Wall, 304 
N.C. at 620, 286 S.E.2d at 75. 


In its brief the State emphasizes State v. Wilson, 354 N.C. 493, 556 
S.E.2d 272, and argues that State v. Phipps, 331 N.C. 427, 418 S.E.2d 
178, is distinguishable on the evidentiary strength of the felony for 
felony murder. However, from our review of these two cases, we find 
nothing suggesting that the evidentiary strength of the felony murder 
in one is stronger than in the other. In Phipps the Court held that “the 
jury could have concluded that defendant killed the victim with mal- 
ice but without the premeditation and deliberation necessary for 
first-degree murder. It therefore was error for the trial court to refuse 
to instruct on second-degree murder.” State v. Phipps, 331 N.C. at 
459, 418 S.E.2d at 195. The Court then stated that the defendant was 
not entitled to a new trial because “the jury based its verdict on both 
premeditation and deliberation and the felony murder rule. 
Defendant’s first-degree murder conviction under the felony murder 
rule is without error and is therefore upheld.” Jd. In Phipps no evi- 
dence suggested that the murder was committed other than in the 
perpetration of robbery with a dangerous weapon. Nothing in the 
opinion suggests that the defendant even challenged the robbery with 
a dangerous weapon conviction. In Wilson the defendant was 
attempting to commit armed robbery at the time of the murder. The 
defendant’s contention was that he had abandoned the plan to com- 
mit armed robbery at the time his codefendant committed the rob- 
bery, and the defendant therefore could not be convicted of the 
crime. The Court noted the evidence demonstrating that the defend- 
ant had not abandoned the plan and was thus guilty of armed robbery 
by acting in concert. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 567 


STATE v. MILLSAPS 
[356 N.C. 556 (2002)] 


The State does not attempt to distinguish State v. Phipps, 331 
N.C. 427, 418 S.E.2d 178, and State v. Quick, 329 N.C. 1, 405 8.E.2d 
179. Indeed, the two cases do not appear to be distinguishable. In 
both cases the defendant was convicted of premeditated and deliber- 
ate murder and felony murder with robbery with a dangerous weapon 
as the underlying felony, and in both cases the Court concluded that 
the evidence in the record negated premeditation and deliberation. 
In both cases the Court upheld the first-degree murder conviction 
based on felony murder. In Phipps the Court held the failure to 
instruct on second-degree murder to be error, though not error enti- 
tling defendant to a new trial, and arrested judgment on the robbery 
with a dangerous weapon conviction. In Quick the Court made no 
determination as to whether the failure to instruct on second-degree 
murder was error but merely held the assignment of error, that 
defendant was entitled to a new trial for the trial court’s failure to 
instruct on second-degree murder, to be without merit. In this regard, 
to the extent the Court’s statements in Wilson state that the Court in 
Quick indicated that the “trial court properly refused to instruct on 
second-degree murder,” State v. Wilson, 354 N.C. at 506, 556 S.E.2d at 
281, those statements are disavowed. Given the lack of evidence 
negating premeditation and deliberation in Wilson, we do not deem 
that case to be controlling in the present case. ! 


Based on the foregoing, we find merit in defendant’s argument 
and hold that, given the evidence in this record, the trial court erred 
in failing to instruct on second-degree murder as a lesser offense 
included within premeditated and deliberate murder. Although a 
defendant is convicted of the crime of first-degree murder, not a the- 
ory, where the trial court instructs on both premeditated and deliber- 
ate murder and felony murder and where the evidence is sufficient to 
support submission of a lesser offense included within premeditated 
and deliberate murder, the trial court must instruct on the lesser- 
included offense. The State cannot have the benefit of a finding of 
premeditated and deliberate murder which the jury may or may not 
have found had it been properly instructed. Without a finding of pre- 
meditated and deliberate murder by the jury, defendant could have 
been sentenced only for a first-degree felony murder conviction. 
Defendant could not have been sentenced separately for the underly- 


1. In Wilson the defendant testified that he did not consider running away when 
the clerk pulled a gun during the robbery attempt. Defendant further stated: “[W]hen- 
ever I saw the gun, I was going to shoot back.” Moreover, defendant shot at the clerk, 
and after the clerk ducked behind the counter, shot at the clerk again when the clerk 
reappeared. State v. Wilson, 354 N.C. at 501-02, 556 S.E.2d at 279. 
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ing felony, State v. Wilson, 345 N.C. at 122, 478 S.E.2d at 510; and the 
underlying felony could not have been used as evidence to support an 
aggravating circumstance, State v. Cherry, 298 N.C. at 113, 257 S.E.2d 
at 567-68. Inasmuch as this error affected the capital sentencing pro- 
ceeding including the submission of the (e)(5) aggravating circum- 
stance, we further conclude that the trial court’s error in failing to 
instruct on the lesser offenses included within premeditated and 
deliberate murder was prejudicial. See State v. Irwin, 304 N.C. 98, 
107, 282 $.E.2d 439, 449 (1981) (holding that if a reasonable pos- 
sibility exists that the erroneous submission of an aggravating cir- 
cumstance tipped the scales in the jury’s determination that the 
aggravating circumstances were “sufficiently substantial” to justify 
imposition of the death sentence, the test for prejudicial error has 
been met). Accordingly, we must now decide the appropriate remedy 
for this error. 


Defendant contends that his first-degree murder convictions are 
validly based only on felony murder and that under State v. Phipps, 
331 N.C. 427, 418 S.E.2d 178, the proper remedy is for the Court to 
arrest judgment on one of the murders and award defendant a new 
sentencing hearing at which only one murder conviction would be 
submitted and the (e)(5) aggravating circumstance, that the murder 
was committed while the defendant was engaged in the commis- 
sion of any homicide, could not be considered. The State argues 
that since the evidence was sufficient to submit premeditated and 
deliberate murder and since defendant does not contest his first- 
degree murder convictions based on felony murder, the Court 
should grant a new trial on the issue of premeditated and deliberate 
murder only so that if the new jury finds defendant guilty based on 
premeditation and deliberation, the State can have the (e)(5) 
aggravating circumstance submitted at the sentencing proceeding. In 
support of its position, the State argues that this error is an instruc- 
tional error, thereby making this case distinguishable from State v. 
Reese, 319 N.C. 110, 353 S.E.2d 352 (1987), overruled on other 
grounds by State v. Barnes, 345 N.C. 184, 481 S.E.2d 44, cert. 
denied, 522 U.S. 876, 139 L. Ed. 2d 134 (1997), and cert. denied, 
523 U.S. 1024, 140 L. Ed. 2d 473 (1998), in which the Court, holding 
that the evidence was insufficient to support submission of pre- 
meditated and deliberate murder and that the underlying felony 
merged with the murder for purposes of felony murder and could not 
be used as an aggravating circumstance, awarded the defendant a 
new sentencing hearing. 
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Although a life case, this Court’s discussion in State v. 
Blankenship, 337 N.C. 548, 447 S.E.2d 727 (1994), overruled on other 
grounds by State v. Barnes, 345 N.C. 184, 481 S.E.2d 44, is instruc- 
tive. In Blankenship the Court stated: 


Ordinarily a trial error committed in jury instructions 
would warrant a new trial on the issue affected by the instruc- 
tions. Defendant, however, has been properly convicted of first- 
degree murders on a felony-murder theory. “Premeditation and 
deliberation is one theory by which one may be convicted of first- 
degree murder; felony murder is another such theory. Criminal 
defendants are not convicted or acquitted of theories; they are 
convicted or acquitted of crimes.” State v. Thomas, 325 N.C. 583, 
593, 386 S.E.2d 555, 560-61 (1989). Because defendant has 
been duly convicted of first-degree murders on a theory unaf- 
fected by the instructional error, we think it unnecessary, if not a 
violation of constitutional double jeopardy, to retry defendant for 
the same murders on the theory which was affected by the 
instructional error. 


The result is that the two verdicts against defendant for first- 
degree murder on the theory of felony murder are without error 
and are left undisturbed. Because we are sustaining defendant’s 
convictions of first-degree murder only on a felony-murder the- 
ory, with kidnapping as the underlying felony, the kidnapping 
convictions merge with the murder convictions; and defendant 
may not be separately sentenced for kidnapping. State v. 
Gardner, 315 N.C. 444, 450-60, 340 S.E.2d 701, 706-12 (1986); 
State v. Silhan, 302 N.C. 223, 261-62, 275 S.E.2d 450, 477 (1981). 
Accordingly, we arrest judgment on defendant's two convictions 
for kidnapping. 


State v. Blakenship, 337 N.C. at 563, 447 S.E.2d at 739 (footnote omit- 
ted); cf. State v. Wilson, 345 N.C. 119, 478 S.E.2d 507 (vacating ver- 
dicts based on premeditated and deliberate murder where the trial 
court did not instruct on acting in concert and the evidence would 
not support premeditated and deliberate murder as to the defendant’s 
actions alone and arresting judgment on the underlying felony of rob- 
bery with a firearm supporting the defendant’s convictions based on 
felony murder). 


In Blankenship the Court observed in a footnote that the defend- 
ant did not seek a new trial on the murder charge but asked that the 
verdict of guilty based on premeditation and deliberation be set 
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aside. State v. Blankenship, 337 N.C. at 563 n.2, 447 S.E.2d at 739 n.2. 
Similarly, in this case defendant does not challenge his convictions 
based on felony murder but challenges only the convictions premised 
on premeditated and deliberate murder. Our research discloses no 
case, and the State has cited the Court to none, where the defendant 
has been convicted of first-degree murder on both theories and this 
Court upon a finding of error only in the defendant’s conviction for 
premeditated and deliberate murder has ordered a new trial. The 
Court has consistently upheld the first-degree felony murder convic- 
tion, arrested judgment on the underlying felony, and either let the 
life sentence stand or awarded a new sentencing hearing. State v. 
Wilson, 345 N.C. 119, 478 S.E.2d 507; State v. Blankenship, 337 N.C. 
543, 447 S.E.2d 727; State v. Phipps, 331 N.C. 427, 418 S.E.2d 178; 
State v. Reese, 319 N.C. 110, 353 S.E.2d 352. On this point we note that 
in State v. Quick, 329 N.C. 1, 405 S.E.2d 179, the trial court had 
arrested judgment on the robbery with a dangerous weapon convic- 
tion which was the underlying felony for felony murder, and the 
record reflects that this conviction was not used to support an aggra- 
vating circumstance at sentencing; this Court awarded a new sen- 
tencing hearing based on error under McKoy v. North Carolina, 494 
U.S. 433, 108 L. Ed. 2d 369. 


Consistent with our prior holdings, we conclude that defendant’s 
first-degree murder convictions based on premeditated and deliber- 
ate murder should be vacated. Defendant has not challenged his 
felony murder convictions, and they remain undisturbed; but for 
sentencing purposes the felony murder conviction for the death of 
Lenna Lewis in case number 00CRS334 merges into defendant’s 
felony murder conviction for the death of Rhoda Rousseau in case 
number 0OCRS559; judgment for the felony murder conviction in case 
number 0OCRS334 is arrested; and defendant is awarded a new 
capital sentencing proceeding in case number 00CRS559. 


Inasmuch as defendant’s convictions for felony murder are 
upheld, the Court deems it unnecessary to address defendant’s 
remaining assignments of error. 


No. 00CRS334, CONVICTION OF FIRST-DEGREE MURDER 
ON BASIS OF PREMEDITATION AND DELIBERATION VACATED; 
NO ERROR IN CONVICTION OF FIRST-DEGREE MURDER ON 
BASIS OF FELONY MURDER; FIRST-DEGREE FELONY MURDER— 
JUDGMENT ARRESTED. 
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No. 00CRS559, CONVICTION OF FIRST-DEGREE MURDER 
ON BASIS OF PREMEDITATION AND DELIBERATION VACATED, 
NO ERROR IN CONVICTION OF FIRST-DEGREE MURDER 
ON BASIS OF FELONY MURDER; FIRST-DEGREE FELONY MUR- 
DER—JUDGMENT VACATED AND REMANDED FOR NEW CAPITAL 
SENTENCING PROCEEDING. 


EL 
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1. Insurance— automobile—UIM—notification—statute of 
limitations 


Under N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4), there is no requirement 
that a UIM carrier be notified of a claim within the limitations 
period applicable to the underlying tort action. The language of 
the statute is clear, and nothing therein suggests that the notifi- 
cation requirement is subject to the statute of limitations. 


2. Insurance— automobile—UIM—statute of limitations— 
action deriving from tort rather than statute 


The limitations period for actions on statutory liabilities does 
not apply to defendant’s claim for UIM coverage because the car- 
rier’s liability derives from that of the tortfeasor. 


3. Insurance— automobile—UIM—failure to notify carrier of 
claim—good faith—material prejudice—issues of fact 


The trial court erred by granting summary judgment for plain- 
tiff in an action to determine UIM coverage where the issue of 
whether defendants are barred through failure to comply with 
notice provisions of the policy is not ripe. There were issues of 
fact as to whether defendants acted in good faith in failing to 
promptly notify plaintiff of the UIM claim and whether there was 
material prejudice to plaintiff’s ability to investigate and defend 
the claim. 


On writ of certiorari pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-32(b) of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 141 N.C. App. 495, 541 $.E.2d 
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503 (2000), reversing and remanding an order for summary judgment 
entered 24 August 1999 by Farmer, J., in Superior Court, Wake 
County. Heard in the Supreme Court 16 October 2001. 


Cranfill, Sumner & Hartzog, L.L.P., by Edward C. LeCarpentier 
Ill, for plaintiff-appellant. 


Thompson, Smyth & Cioffi, L.L.P., by Theodore B. Smyth; and 
Pipkin, Knott, Clark and Berger, LLP, by Joe T. Knott, HI, for 
defendant-appellees. 


BUTTERFIELD, Justice. 


Plaintiff Liberty Mutual Insurance Company instituted this action 
for declaratory judgment seeking an affirmation that the insurance 
policy issued to defendants Judy and Rick Pennington afforded 
defendants no underinsured motorist (UIM) coverage for injuries 
arising out of an automobile accident involving Judy Pennington and 
an underinsured motorist. The underlying facts are as follows: Judy 
Pennington and her daughter, Christy, were injured on 9 December 
1993, when a truck driven by Clee Earp and owned by Blackburn 
Logging Company caused Judy’s vehicle to collide with other vehi- 
cles. At the time of the accident, defendants were insured under an 
automobile liability policy issued by plaintiff, which provided UIM 
coverage pursuant to the provisions of N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4). 


On 5 June 1996, the Penningtons brought an action against Earp 
and Blackburn Logging (collectively, the tortfeasors) to recover dam- 
ages for personal injuries sustained in the 9 December 1993 accident. 
The case underwent court-ordered mediation on 10 December 1997, 
at which time the Penningtons learned for the first time that 
$25,000/$50,000 were the limits of liability on the policy covering 
Blackburn Logging. The parties thereafter reached a tentative medi- 
ated settlement agreement wherein the tortfeasors’ insurance 
provider agreed to tender its policy limits. However, immediately fol- 
lowing the mediation, the Penningtons notified Liberty Mutual that 
they intended to seek coverage under their $50,000/$100,000 UIM pol- 
icy because the liability limits under the tortfeasors’ policy were 
insufficient to fully compensate the Penningtons for their damages. 
Prior to that time, the Penningtons had not informed Liberty Mutual 
of their personal injury action against the tortfeasors. 


On 22 December 1997, the Penningtons’ attorney sent written 
notice of the proposed settlement agreement to Liberty Mutual. 
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Liberty Mutual chose not to review the settlement documents or to 
advance $25,000 to the Penningtons in order to preserve its subroga- 
tion rights under N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4). Instead, Liberty Mutual 
sought to avoid the Penningtons’ UIM claim on the ground that notice 
thereof was untimely. 


Plaintiff Liberty Mutual filed this action on 29 May 1998 request- 
ing a judicial declaration that it was not required to provide UIM cov- 
erage to defendants because of their failure to comply with the notice 
provisions of the policy and to notify plaintiff of the UIM claim prior 
to the expiration of the three-year statute of limitations period set 
forth in N.C.G.S. § 1-52. Plaintiff and defendants filed cross-motions 
for summary judgment, and by order dated 24 August 1999, the trial 
court entered summary judgment for plaintiff. Specifically, the trial 
court concluded “that there is no genuine issue as to any material 
fact, which was specifically stipulated to by the parties during the 
hearing” and “that plaintiff... is entitled to judgment as a matter of 
law, declaring that its policy affords no underinsured motorist cover- 
age for the (9 December 1993] accident.” 


Defendants appealed to the Court of Appeals, which unanimously 
reversed the entry of summary judgment by the trial court. The Court 
of Appeals held that N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4) did not require an 
insured to notify her carrier of a claim for UIM coverage within the 
three-year statute of limitations applicable to the tortfeasor. The 
Court of Appeals further concluded that there remained issues of fact 
as to whether plaintiff was entitled to deny UIM coverage to defend- 
ants based on their failure to adhere to the notification provisions 
contained in the policy. Plaintiff then petitioned this Court for writ of 
certiorari to review the decision of the Court of Appeals, which we 
allowed on 3 May 2001. 


L. 


[1] Before proceeding to plaintiffs arguments, we think it useful to 
outline some predominant features of the North Carolina Motor 
Vehicle Safety and Financial Responsibility Act (commonly re- 
ferred to as the Financial Responsibility Act), of which N.C.G:S. 
§ 20-279.21(b)(4) is a part. As this Court recognized in Sutton v. 
Aetna Cas. & Sur. Co., 325 N.C. 259, 265, 382 S.E.2d 759, 763 (1989), 
“Itlhe avowed purpose of the Financial Responsibility Act... is to 
compensate the innocent victims of financially irresponsible 
motorists.” The Act is remedial in nature and is “to be liberally con- 
strued so that the beneficial purpose intended by its enactment may 
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be accomplished.” Jd. The purpose of the Act, we have said, “is 
best served when [every provision of the Act] is interpreted to pro- 
vide the innocent victim with the fullest possible protection.” 
Proctor v. N.C. Farm Bureau Mut. Ins. Co., 324 N.C. 221, 225, 376 
S.E.2d 761, 764 (1989). 


Plaintiff contends that, pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4),! 
defendants had an obligation to notify plaintiff of their claim for 
UIM coverage within the three-year statute of limitations pre- 
scribed for personal injury actions, N.C.G.S. § 1-52(16) (1993) 
(amended 1996). Failure to do so, plaintiff argues, precluded defend- 
ants from recovering UIM benefits. The notification provision of 
N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4) reads, in pertinent part, as follows: 


A party injured by the operation of an underinsured highway 
vehicle who institutes a suit for the recovery of moneys for those 
injuries and in such an amount that, if recovered, would support 
a Claim under underinsured motorist coverage shall give notice 
of the initiation of the suit to the underinsured motorist 
insurer as well as to the insurer providing primary liability cov- 
erage upon the underinsured highway vehicle. Upon receipt of 
notice, the underinsured motorist insurer shall have the right to 
appear in defense of the claim without being named as a party 
therein, and without being named as a party may participate in 
the suit as fully as if it were a party. 


N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4), para. 4 (1993) (amended 1997) (emphasis 
added). The issue of whether notice of a UIM claim must be given 
within the statute of limitations governing the underlying tort action 
is one not previously considered by this Court. Resolution of this 
issue depends upon our construction of the notice requirement of 
N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4). We set about this task pursuant to well- 
defined tenets of statutory interpretation. 


The primary goal of statutory construction is to effectuate the 
purpose of the legislature in enacting the statute. Woodson v. 
Rowland, 329 N.C. 330, 338, 407 S.E.2d 222, 227 (1991); Sutton, 325 
N.C. at 265, 382 S.E.2d at 763. “The legislative purpose of a statute is 
first ascertained by examining the statute’s plain language.” Correll v. 
Division of Soc. Servs., 332 N.C. 141, 144, 418 S.E.2d 232, 235 (1992). 


l. N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21 and N.C.G.S. § 1-52 have been amended since the accident 
giving rise to this action. However, for purposes of this opinion, all references will be 
to.the 1993 versions of the statutes, which were in effect at the time of the 9 December 
1993 accident. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 575 


LIBERTY MUT. INS. CO, v. PENNINGTON 
[356 N.C. 571 (2002)} 


“Where the language of a statute is clear and unambiguous, there 
is no room for judicial construction[,} and the courts must give 
[the statute] its plain and definite meaning, and are without 
power to interpolate, or superimpose, provisions and limitations 
not contained therein.” State v. Camp, 286 N.C. 148, 152, 209 
S.E.2d 754, 756 (1974) (quoting 7 Strong’s North Carolina Index 2d 
Statutes § 5 (1968)). 


With these principles in mind, we conclude that under N.C.G.5S. 
§ 20-279.21(b)(4), there is no requirement that the UIM carrier be 
notified of a claim within the limitations period applicable to the 
underlying tort action. The language of the statute is clear, and noth- 
ing therein suggests that the notification requirement is subject to a 
statute of limitations. To the contrary, the statute merely directs the 
insured to “give notice of the initiation of the suit to the underinsured 
motorist insurer.” N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4), para. 4 (emphasis 
added). The statute does not prescribe the type of notice, the content 
of the notice, or the method by which it is to be executed. The statute 
is similarly devoid of any particulars as to the time within which 
notice to the insurer must be provided. Given the lack of direction 
and specificity of N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4) regarding the notifica- 
tion requirement, we cannot conclude that the failure to provide such 
notice within the statute of limitations applicable to the underlying 
tort action operates to bar recovery of UIM benefits. 


Plaintiff notes, nonetheless, that under N.C.GS. 
§ 20-279.21(b)(4), the UIM carrier shali, upon receiving notice, 
have “the right to appear in defense of the claim” and to “participate 
in the suit as fully as if it were a party.” Jd. Plaintiff argues that “full” 
participation is impossible without prompt notice of the suit; there- 
fore, the legislature must have intended to require that notice be 
given within the limitations period for the underlying action. Again, 
we do not believe that such a construction follows from a plain read- 
ing of N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4). The statute simply affords the 
insurer the right to choose to fully participate in the underlying 
action at such time as the insurer receives notice of the suit. Contrary 
to plaintiff's contention, we find nothing in the aforementioned lan- 
guage to suggest that the insured is obligated to notify the UIM car- 
rier of a claim within the statute of limitations applicable to the 
underlying action. 


A comparison of the language of N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4) to 
that of N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(3), which applies to uninsured 
motorist (UM) coverage, lends support to the construction we adopt 
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here. Under N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(8), all liability insurance policies 
are subject to the following: 


A provision that the insurer shall be bound by a final judgment 
taken by the insured against an uninsured motorist if the insurer 
has been served with copy of summons, complaint or other 
process in the action against the uninsured motorist by registered 
or certified mail, return receipt requested, or in any manner pro- 
vided by law .... The insurer, wpon being served as herein pro- 
vided, shall be a party to the action between the insured and the 
uninsured motorist though not named in the caption of the 
pleadings and may defend the suit in the name of the uninsured 
motorist or in its own name. The insurer, upon being served 
with copy of summons, complaint or other pleading, shall have 
the tume allowed by statute in which to answer, demur or oth- 
erwise plead (whether the pleading is verified or not) to the 
summons, complaint or other process served upon it. The con- 
sent of the insurer shall not be required for the initiation of suit 
by the insured against the uninsured motorist: Provided, how- 
ever, no action shall be initiated by the insured until 60 days fol- 
lowing the posting of notice to the insurer at the address shown 
on the policy or after personal delivery of the notice to the 
insurer or its agent setting forth the belief of the insured that the 
prospective defendant or defendants are uninsured motorists. 


N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(8)(a) (emphasis added). 


The differences between the two notification provisions is a clear 
indication that the legislature did not intend them to be given the 
same construction. N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(3) unequivocally requires 
that the UM carrier be served with a copy of the summons and com- 
plaint in order to be bound by a judgment against the uninsured 
motorist. Subsection (b)(3) further directs that upon service of 
process, the UM carrier shall become a party to the suit and shall 
have the time allowed by statute to file responsible pleadings. In 
sharp contrast, N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4) does not specify the form, 
substance, or manner of the notice to be given the UIM carrier. 
Moreover, subsection (b)(4) does not mandate that the insurer 
become a party, but merely affords the insurer the option of full par- 
ticipation in the suit upon receipt of the notice. These key distinc- 
tions, we believe, illustrate the legislature’s intent not to subject the 
notice provision of N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4) to the applicable tort 
statute of limitations. Thus, we hold that defendants’ claim for UIM 
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benefits was not barred by the three-year statute of limitations set 
out in N.C.G.S. § 1-52(16). 


Furthermore, we believe that our interpretation of N.C.G.S. 
§ 20-279.21(b)(4) is consistent with the remedial purpose of the 
Financial Responsibility Act and mirrors the characteristic differ- 
ences between UM and UIM coverage. In the situation where a tort- 
feasor has no liability insurance coverage, the injured insured’s UM 
carrier generally would be the only insurance provider exposed to lia- 
bility for the insured’s claim for damages. As such, it follows that the 
UM provider need be made a party to the suit and be served with a 
copy of the summons and complaint within the statute of limitations 
governing the underlying tort. The same is not true of the UIM carrier, 
which would become answerable for the insured’s injuries only when 
the limits of the tortfeasor’s liability coverage have been exhausted. 
See N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4), para. 1 (““Underinsured motorist cov- 
erage is deemed to apply when, by reason of payment of judgment or 
settlement, all liability bonds or insurance policies providing cover- 
age for bodily injury caused by the ownership, maintenance, or use of 
the underinsured highway vehicle have been exhausted.”). In such a 
situation, the tortfeasor’s liability carrier would be the party primar- 
ily responsible for defending the action brought by the injured 
insured. Thus, so long as the action against the tortfeasor is filed 
within the applicable statute of limitations, the insured’s failure to 
notify her UIM carrier within the limitations period should not, with- 
out more, preclude her recovery of UIM benefits. This construction, 
we conclude, “provide[s] the innocent victim with the fullest possible 
protection.” Proctor, 324 N.C. at 225, 376 S.E.2d at 764. 


I. 


[2] Plaintiff argues, in the alternative, that defendants’ claim for 
UIM benefits is barred for failure to comply with the three-year 
statute of limitations applicable to liabilities “created by statute,” 
N.C.G.S. § 1-52(2). This Court, however, rejected an analogous argu- 
ment in Brown v. Lumbermens Mut. Cas. Co., 285 N.C. 318, 204 
S.E.2d 829 (1974). 


In Brown, the plaintiff's intestate died as a result of an accident 
involving an uninsured motorist. The plaintiff did not file a cause of 
action against the tortfeasor (the uninsured motorist) within the two- 
year statute of limitations for wrongful death actions. However, 
within three years of the accident, the plaintiff instituted an action 
against his intestate’s UM carrier to recover damages for the wrong- 
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ful death of the intestate. The plaintiff claimed that the action was 
timely filed because the three-year limitations period for contract 
actions controlled the UM claim. This Court disagreed, stating that 
the “[p]laintiff’s right to recover against his intestate’s insurer under 
the uninsured motorist endorsement is derivative and conditional.” 
Id. at 319, 204 S.E.2d at 834 (emphasis added). Further, we explained 
“that despite the contractual relation between plaintiff insured and 
defendant insurer, this action is actually one for the tort allegedly 
committed by the uninsured motorist.” Jd. Therefore, we held that 
the three-year contract statute of limitations did not apply and that 
the plaintiff’s claim against the UM carrier was barred by the two- 
year statute of limitations applicable to wrongful-death actions. 


The same reasoning applies to the case sub judice. This Court 
has recognized that, like the UM carrier, the UIM carrier’s liability 
derives from that of the tortfeasor. Silvers v. Horace Mann Ins. Co., 
324 N.C. 289, 294, 378 S.E.2d 21, 25 (1989); see also Buchanan v. 
Buchanan, 83 N.C. App. 428, 480, 350 S.E.2d 175, 177 (1986) (holding 
that UIM carrier discharged as a matter of law, given derivative 
nature of carrier’s liability, where plaintiff-insured executed release 
of claims against tortfeasor), disc. rev. denied, 319 N.C. 224, 353 
S.E.2d 406 (1987). Thus, although plaintiff’s liability to defendants 
arises, in part, from N.C.G.S. § 20-279.21(b)(4), “this action is actually 
one for the tort allegedly committed by the [underinsured] motorist.” 
Brown, 285 N.C. at 319, 204 S.E.2d at 834. Therefore, the limitations 
period for actions on statutory liabilities does not apply to defend- 
ants’ claim for UIM coverage. 


ITT. 


[3] Next, we consider plaintiff's claim that defendants forfeited their 
right to recover UIM benefits based on their failure to adhere to the 
explicit notice requirements of the policy. In pertinent part, the pol- 
icy provides that the UIM claimant must “[p]romptly send [plaintiff] 
copies of the legal papers if a suit is brought.” Further, the policy pro- 
vides that “[a] suit may not be brought by an insured until 60 days 
after that person notifies [plaintiff] of their [sic] belief that the 
prospective defendant is an uninsured{/underinsured] motorist.” 
Plaintiff, therefore, contends that the trial court was correct in 
awarding summary judgment to plaintiff and that the Court of 
Appeals erred in reversing the ruling of the trial court. 


Summary judgment is an appropriate disposition only “if the 
pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 579 


LIBERTY MUT. INS. CO. v. PENNINGTON 
[356 N.C. 571 (2002)] 


file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine 
issue as to any material fact and that any party is entitled to a judg- 
ment as a matter of law.” N.C.G.S. § 1A-1, Rule 56(c) (2001). The pur- 
pose of the rule is to avoid a formal trial where only questions of law 
remain and where an unmistakable weakness in a party’s claim or 
defense exists. Dalton v. Camp, 353 N.C. 647, 650, 548 S.E.2d 704, 707 
(2001). This Court has recognized that deciding what constitutes a 
bona fide issue of material fact is seldom an easy task. DeWitt v. 
Eveready Battery Co., 355 N.C. 672, 681, 565 S.E.2d 140, 146 (2002); 
Marcus Bros. Textiles, Inc. v. Price Waterhouse, LLP, 350 N.C. 214, 
220, 513 $.E.2d 320, 325 (1999). Nonetheless, we have instructed that 
“an issue is genuine if it is supported by substantial evidence,” 
DeWitt, 355 N.C. at 681, 565 S.E.2d at 146, which is that amount of rel- 
evant evidence necessary to persuade a reasonable mind to accept a 
conclusion, id. Further, we have said that “[a]n issue is material if the 
facts alleged would constitute a legal defense, or would affect the 
result of the action, or if its resolution would prevent the party 
against whom it is resolved from prevailing in the action.” Koontz v. 
City of Winston-Salem, 280 N.C. 513, 518, 186 S.E.2d 897, 901 (1972). 


The party seeking summary judgment bears the initial burden of 
demonstrating the absence of a genuine issue of material fact. 
DeWitt, 355 N.C. at 681, 565 S.E.2d at 146. If the movant successfully 
makes such a showing, the burden then shifts to the nonmovant to 
come forward with specific facts establishing the presence of a gen- 
uine factual dispute for trial. Lowe v. Bradford, 305 N.C. 366, 369-70, 
289 S.E.2d 363, 366 (1982). “When considering a motion for summary 
judgment, the trial judge must view the presented evidence in a light 
most favorable to the nonmoving party.” Dalton, 353 N.C. at 651, 548 
S.E.2d at 707. “All inferences of fact must be drawn against the 
movant and in favor of the nonmcvant.” Roumillat v. Simplistic 
Enters., Inc., 331 N.C. 57, 68, 414 S.E.2d 339, 342 (1992). Moreover, 
the duty of the trial court in considering a motion for summary judg- 
ment is strictly confined to determining whether genuine issues of 
material fact exist and does not extend to resolving such issues. 
Alford v. Shaw, 327 N.C. 526, 539, 398 S.E.2d 445, 452 (1990); Ward v. 
Durham Life Ins. Co., 325 N.C. 202, 209, 381 S.E.2d 698, 702 (1989). 
In short, the court’s function at this juncture is to find factual issues, 
not to decide them. Alford, 327 N.C. at 539, 398 S.E.2d at 452; Ward, 
325 N.C. at 209, 381 S.E.2d at 702. 


In Great Am. Ins. Co. v. C.G. Tate Constr. Co., 303 N.C. 
387, 399, 279 S.E.2d 769, 776 (1981), this Court articulated a 
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three-pronged test for determining whether late notice to an in- 
surer bars recovery: 


When faced with a claim that notice was not timely given, the 
trier of fact must first decide whether the notice was given as 
soon as practicable. If not, the trier of fact must decide whether 
the insured has shown that he acted in good faith, e.g., that he 
had no actual knowledge that a claim might be filed against him. 
If the good faith test is met the burden then shifts to the insurer 
to show that its ability to investigate and defend was materially 
prejudiced by the delay. 


In the instant case, defendants concede that they did not notify plain- 
tiff of the claim for UIM coverage as soon as practicable. Therefore, 
we proceed to the second prong of the Tate analysis—whether 
defendants’ failure to timely notify plaintiff was in good faith. 


Defendants’ evidence tended to show that they did not promptly 
notify plaintiff of the underlying tort action or their claim for UIM 
coverage because they simply did not know that the at-fault motorist 
was underinsured. Defendants presented evidence that they first 
became aware of their potential UIM claim during the mediation con- 
ference on 10 December 1997, when Blackburn Logging’s liability 
insurer informed defendants for the first time that its liability limits 
were $25,000/$50,000. Realizing that these limits were inadequate to 
fully compensate them for their damages, defendants immediately 
notified plaintiff of their intent to seek coverage under the UIM pro- 
visions of defendants’ liability policy. 


Plaintiff, on the other hand, contends that defendants can have 
no “good faith” excuse for failing to ascertain the logging company’s 
liability limits at the outset of the underlying tort litigation. Plaintiff 
notes that under N.C.G.S. § 1A-1, Rule 26(b)(2), defendants were en- 
titled to discover, and should have discovered, the logging company’s 
liability insurance policy. In view of this conflicting evidence, we find 
there to be a genuine issue of fact as to whether defendants acted in 
good faith in failing to promptly notify plaintiff of the UIM claim. 
Moreover, we note that “summary judgment is rarely appropriate in 
actions .. . in which the litigant’s state of mind, motive, or subjective 
intent is an element of plaintiff's claim.” Dobson v. Harris, 352 N.C. 
77, 87, 530 S.E.2d 829, 837 (2000). 


We turn next to the third prong of the Tate test—whether the 
delay materially prejudiced plaintiff's ability to investigate and 
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defend the UIM claim. In determining whether the insurer has suf- 
fered material prejudice as a result of the delay, the following are 
among the relevant factors to be considered by the fact-finder: 


“the availability of witnesses to the accident; the ability to dis- 
cover other information regarding the conditions of the locale 
where the accident occurred; any physical changes in the loca- 
tion of the accident during the period of delay; the existence of 
official reports concerning the occurrence; the preparation and 
preservation of demonstrative and illustrative evidence, such as 
the vehicles involved in the occurrence, or photographs and 
diagrams of the scene; the ability of experts to reconstruct the 
scene and the occurrence; and so on.” 


Great Am., 303 N.C. at 398, 279 S.E.2d at 776 (quoting Great Am. 
Ins. Co. v. C.G. Tate Constr. Co., 46 N.C. App. 427, 437, 265 S.E.2d 
467, 473 (1980)). 


Plaintiff claims material prejudice to its ability to investigate and 
defend the UIM claim, in that it was precluded from participating in 
the extensive discovery conducted by the parties to the underlying 
tort action. Plaintiff asserts that the parties have already deposed all 
of the material witnesses, and if required to defend the suit, plaintiff 
will have to reconvene several of the witnesses’ depositions at con- 
siderable expense. In addition, plaintiff argues that the untimely 
notice resulted in the insurer forfeiting its subrogation rights against 
the tortfeasors. Plaintiff contends that it was forced to relinquish 
such rights “in order to preserve the coverage denial at issue here.” 
We note, however, that the third prong of the Tate test is not designed 
to determine whether the insurer has suffered material prejudice in 
any and all respects. Rather, the prejudice with which Tate is con- 
cerned is that relative to the ability of the insurer to investigate and 
defend the claim in question. Jd. at 397-400, 279 S.E.2d at 775-77. 
Therefore, the loss of plaintiff's subrogation rights is not relevant to 
this issue and is not properly a consideration in determining whether 
plaintiff may avoid liability based on the untimely notice. 


In opposition to plaintiff's showing, defendants show that the 
underlying tort action has yet to go to trial and that plaintiff still has 
time to conduct additional discovery, to take additional depositions, 
or to redepose those witnesses who have already been deposed. 
Furthermore, there is nothing in the record to show that the tortfea- 
sors had received inadequate legal representation prior to plaintiff’s 
receiving notice of the suit. Likewise, nothing in the record suggests 
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that witnesses have become unavailable or that material evidence has 
been made unattainable. Therefore, the record demonstrates neither 
the presence nor the absence of material prejudice as a matter of law. 
Accordingly, we hold that the issue of whether defendants are barred 
from recovering UIM benefits for failure to comply with the notice 
provisions of the policy is not yet ripe for summary judgment and that 
the trial court erroneously entered judgment in favor of plaintiff. 


For the foregoing reasons, we hereby affirm the Court of Appeals’ 
decision reversing the trial court’s grant of summary judgment to 
plaintiff. 


AFFIRMED. 


LESLIE S. AUGUR v. RICHARD G. AUGUR 


No. 218A02 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


Declaratory Judgments— declining request for declaratory 
relief—abuse of discretion standard—constitutionality of 
Domestic Violence Act 


The Court of Appeals erred by concluding that defendant was 
entitled to a ruling from the trial court on his counterclaim for 
declaratory judgment regarding the constitutionality of the 
Domestic Violence Act based on an actual controversy existing 
between the parties, because: (1) North Carolina trial courts are 
expressly accorded discretion under N.C.G.S. § 1-257 which 
created declaratory judgment relief, and our trial courts are in a 
better position than appellate courts, in some instances, to assess 
the appropriateness of particular legal relief; (2) N.C.G.S. § 1-257 
provides that the trial court may decline to grant declaratory 
relief where it would not terminate the uncertainty or contro- 
versy giving rise to the proceeding; (3) at the time the trial court 
dismissed defendant’s counterclaim, defendant had already 
received the relief sought which was removal of the domestic vio- 
lence protection order against defendant and a finding that its 
imposition was unwarranted; and (4) the trial court’s disposition 
had the effect of leaving defendant exactly where he was prior to 
the filing of plaintiff’s complaint. 
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Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 149 N.C. App. 851, 561 S.E.2d 
568 (2002), affirming in part and reversing and remanding in part a 
judgment entered 11 December 2000 by Cash, J., in District Court, 
Buncombe County. Heard in the Supreme Court 16 October 2002. 


Pisgah Legal Services, Inc., by Anne Bamberger; and Amy E. 
Ray, for plaintiff-appellant. 


Carter and Kropelnicki, PA., by Steven Kropelnicki, Jr., for 
defendant-appellee. 


MARTIN, Justice. 


Plaintiff Leslie Augur and defendant Richard Augur married in 
1981 and divorced in 1996. On 26 October 1999, plaintiff filed a com- 
plaint and motion for a domestic violence protection order (DVPO) 
against defendant pursuant to the provisions of the North Carolina 
Domestic Violence Act (DVA), N.C.G.S. ch. 50B (2001). Plaintiff 
alleged defendant had assaulted her the previous night and had 
demonstrated abusive behavior toward plaintiff and her children in 
the past. 


The trial court entered an ex parte DVPO against defendant on 28 
October 1999. The DVPO instructed defendant: (1) to “not assault, 
threaten, abuse, follow, harass... , or interfere with” plaintiff; (2) to 
stay away from plaintiff's residence and workplace; (3) to avoid all 
contact with plaintiff; and (4) to not possess or purchase a firearm 
during the next ten days. 


On 1 November 1999, the trial court held a hearing where both 
parties were represented by counsel. At the hearing, defendant 
served plaintiff with an answer, a counterclaim for declaratory judg- 
ment as to the constitutionality of the DVA, and a motion to dismiss. 
Defendant’s request for declaratory relief included the assertion that 
the provisions of the DVA are facially unconstitutional. At defendant’s 
request, the trial court continued the hearing. A modified DVPO, 
without the firearm restriction, remained in effect until 15 November 
1999 by mutual consent of the parties. 


On 13 December 1999, the trial court ruled plaintiff had failed to 
show that any domestic violence had occurred and took under 
advisement the issues raised by defendant’s counterclaim for decla- 
ratory relief. On 7 August 2000, the trial court entered an order 
dismissing plaintiff's complaint and denying defendant’s counter- 
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claim as moot. On motion of the defendant, the trial court’s judgment 
was set aside to afford the North Carolina Attorney General the 
opportunity to be heard on the constitutional issues raised by defend- 
ant’s counterclaim, as required by N.C.G.S. § 1-260. The Attorney 
General ultimately agreed with the trial court’s original disposition of 
the matter and declined the opportunity to be heard. Therefore, the 
trial court entered another judgment dated 11 December 2000, dis- 
missing plaintiff's complaint and again denying defendant’s request 
for declaratory judgment on mootness grounds. Defendant appealed 
to the Court of Appeals. 


A divided panel of the Court of Appeals reversed the trial court 
order in part, remanding the case for consideration of the issues 
raised by defendant’s counterclaim. Augur v. Augur, 149 N.C. App. 
851, 561 S.E.2d 568 (2002). The Court of Appeals stated that the exist- 
ence of an “ ‘actual controversy... both at the time of the filing of the 
pleading and at the time of the hearing’ ” is a prerequisite to the exer- 
cise of subject matter jurisdiction under North Carolina’s version of 
the Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act (NCUDJA), N.C.G.S. §§ 1-253 
to 1-267 (2001). Augur, 149 N.C. App. at 853, 561 S.E.2d at 570 (quot- 
ing Sharpe v. Park Newspapers of Lumberton, Inc., 317 N.C. 579, 
585, 347 S.E.2d 25, 30 (1986)) (alteration in original) (emphasis omit- 
ted). The Court of Appeals determined that an actual controversy 
existed between the parties both on 1 November 1999 and on 13 
December 1999 because the merits of defendant’s counterclaim for 
declaratory judgment could not be determined by dismissal of plain- 
tiffs complaint. Jd. at 854, 561 S.E.2d at 570. Therefore, defendant 
was entitled to a ruling on the constitutionality of the DVA. Id. 


Judge Greene, in dissent, agreed that an actual controversy 
existed at the time defendant filed his counterclaim but stated that 
defendant was no longer affected by the DVA after dismissal of plain- 
tiff’s complaint. Jd. at 855, 561 S.E.2d at 571 (Greene, J., dissenting). 
Since the validity of a statute can be “ ‘challenged [only] by a person 
directly and adversely affected’ ” by it, the dissent asserted that the 
trial court no longer had jurisdiction over defendant’s counterclaim 
after plaintiff's complaint was dismissed. /d. (quoting City of 
Greensboro v. Wall, 247 N.C. 516, 519-20, 101 S.E.2d 413, 416 (1958)). 
Plaintiff appeals on the basis of the dissenting opinion. See N.C.G.S. 
§ 7A-30(2) (2001). 


At the outset, the parties agree that an actual controversy existed 
in the instant case at the time defendant filed his counterclaim. 
Therefore, for purposes of our discussion, we assume the court had 
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jurisdiction over defendant's counterclaim. See In re Peoples, 296 
N.C. 109, 146, 250 S.E.2d 890, 911 (1978) (stating that once jurisdic- 
tion attaches, it is generally not ousted by subsequent events), cert. 
denied, 442 U.S. 929, 61 L. Ed. 2d 297 (1979). When the trial court 
issued its order, it effectively declined to exercise its jurisdiction. Our 
initial inquiry, therefore, necessarily focuses on the trial court’s 
authority to decline defendant’s request for declaratory relief. 


Section 1-257 of the NCUDJA, entitled “Discretion of court,” pro- 
vides: “[A] court may refuse to render or enter a declaratory judg- 
ment or decree where such judgment or decree, if rendered or 
entered, would not terminate the uncertainty or controversy giving 
rise to the proceeding... .” The NCUDJA became law in 1931, and 
section 1-257 is modeled after section 6 of the Uniform Declaratory 
Judgments Act (UDJA). See 12A U.L.A. 1 (1996) (noting the effective 
date and statutory citation for NCUDJA). Compare Uniform 
Declaratory Judgments Act § 6, 12A U.L.A. 302 (1996), with Act of 
March 12, 1931, ch. 102, sec. 5, 1931 Public Laws of N.C. 133, 134 
(codified as amended at N.C.G.S. § 1-257) (demonstrating that the rel- 
evant language in N.C.G.S. § 1-257 is identical to section 6 of the 
UDJA). 


In searching for guidance as to the meaning of section 1-257, 
we turn, aS we have in other circumstances, to federal cases inter- 
preting parallel federal provisions. See, e.g., Department of Transp. 
v. Rowe, 353 N.C. 671, 678, 549 S.E.2d 203, 209 (2001) (federal Due 
Process Clause caselaw persuasive but not controlling when analyz- 
ing the North Carolina Constitution), cert. denied, 534 U.S. 1130, 151 
L. Ed. 2d 972 (2002); State v. Thompson, 332 N.C. 204, 219, 420 8.E.2d 
395, 403 (1992) (Ssame—Rules of Evidence); Rose v. Vulcan Materials 
Co., 282 N.C. 648, 655, 194 S.E.2d 521, 5380-31 (1973) (same—state 
antitrust law). 


Significantly, the federal declaratory judgment statute lacks an 
express provision empowering courts to decline a party's request for 
declaratory relief.! See 28 U.S.C. § 2201 (2000). Federal courts have 
long consulted the UDJA, however, when considering the question of 
a trial court’s discretion to decline declaratory relief. Public Serv. 
Comm’n v. Wycoff Co., 344 U.S. 237, 243, 97 L. Ed. 291, 295-96 (1952); 
Gross v. Fox, 496 F.2d 1158, 1155 n.10 (8d Cir. 1974); Aetna Cas. & 


1. A discretionary provision was omitted from the federal statute in the interest 
of statutory brevity, not as part of any effort to deny federal courts the discretion to 
decline a request for declaratory relief. Edwin Borchard, Declaratory Judgments 313 
(2d ed. 1941). 
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Sur. Co. v. Quarles, 92 F.2d 321, 324 (4th Cir. 1987). See generally 12 
James W. Moore, et al., Moore's Federal Practice § 57 App.02[1] (8d 
ed. 2002) (the UDJA provides guidance as to the scope and function 
of the federal act). Because the North Carolina statute is based upon 
the UDJA, federal law is instructive when examining the discretion 
vested in our trial courts under section 1-257. 


Despite the lack of a provision similar to section 6 of the UDJA 
within the federal declaratory judgment statute, federal trial courts 
are not obligated to issue declaratory judgments but rather do so in 
their discretion. Wilton v. Seven Falls Co., 515 U.S. 277, 286-87, 132 
L. Ed. 2d 214, 223 (1995); Foundation for Interior Design Educ. 
Research v. Savannah Coll. of Art & Design, 244 F.3d 521, 526 (6th 
Cir. 2001); Aetna Cas. & Sur. Co. v. Ind-Com Elec. Co., 1389 F.3d 419, 
424 (4th Cir. 1998); EMC Corp. v. Norand Corp., 89 F.3d 807, 810 
(Fed. Cir. 1996), cert. denied, 519 U.S. 1101, 186 L. Ed. 2d 730. 
(1997). The federal declaratory judgment statute thus confers a 
power upon the court, not a right upon litigants. Wilton, 515 U.S. 
at 287, 182 L. Ed. 2d at 223 (quoting Wycoff Co., 344 U.S. at 241, 97 
L. Ed. at 294-95); Beacon Constr. Co. v. Matco Elec. Co., 521 F.2d 392, 
397 (2d Cir. 1975). 


In contrast to the federal declaratory judgment statute, section 
1-257 of the NCUDJA explicitly gives courts discretion to decline 
requests for declaratory relief. Moreover, other NCUDJA provisions 
speak to the “power” of courts to grant. such judgments, not to any 
obligation to do so. N.C.G.S. § 1-253 (courts have the “power” to 
declare legal status); N.C.G.S. § 1-254 (courts have the “power” to 
construe and validate legal instruments); see also N.C.G.S. § 1-255 
(describing those who may “apply” for declaratory relief). Thus, 
while federal courts have construed the federal act to allow trial 
courts to grant or decline declaratory relief in their discretion, the 
NCUDJA has explicitly accorded this discretion to our trial courts. 


The United States Supreme Court has noted that trial courts are 
more adept than appellate courts at fact-finding, litigation supervi- 
sion, and the application of facts to fact-dependent legal standards. 
Salve Regina Coll. v. Russell, 499 U.S. 225, 233, 113 L. Ed. 2d 190, 199 
(1991). These “institutional advantages” make it appropriate for trial 
courts to have some degree of discretion to decline requests for 
declaratory relief: 


We believe it more consistent with the [declaratory judgment] 
statute to vest [trial] courts with discretion in the first instance, 
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because facts bearing on the usefulness of the declaratory judg- 
ment remedy, and the fitness of the case for resolution, are pecu- 
liarly within their grasp... . [P|roper application of the abuse of 
discretion standard on appellate review can, we think, provide 
appropriate guidance to [trial] courts. 


Wilton, 515 U.S. at 289, 1382 L. Ed. 2d at 225 (citing First Options of 
Chicago, Inc. v. Kaplan, 514 U.S. 938, 948, 1381 L. Ed. 2d 985, 996 
(1995); Miller v. Fenton, 474 U.S. 104, 114, 88 L. Ed. 2d 405, 413 
(1985)). Thus, federal trial courts have discretion to stay or dis- 
miss an action seeking declaratory relief at any point before entry of 
judgment. DeNovellis v. Shalala, 124 F.3d 298, 313 (1st Cir. 1997); 
Centennial Life Ins. Co. v. Poston, 88 F.3d 255, 257 (4th Cir. 1996). 


Similarly, our trial courts are in a better position than appellate 
courts, in some instances, to assess the appropriateness of particular 
legal relief, and therefore an abuse of discretion standard is applied 
to the trial court’s decision to grant or deny relief. State v. Julian, 345 
N.C. 608, 611, 481 S.E.2d 280, 282 (1997) (trial court is in a better posi- 
tion than appellate court to determine if a new trial is necessary); Hill 
v. Hanes Corp., 319 N.C. 167, 179, 353 S.E.2d 392, 399 (1987) (grant- 
ing of relief under Rule 60(b) requires resolution of questions more 
properly suited for trial courts); cf Stanback v. Stanback, 287 N.C. 
448, 459, 215 S.E.2d 30, 38 (1975) (upon a sufficient affidavit, granting 
of order compelling inspection of documents rests in the trial court’s 
discretion). As demonstrated by the language of section 1-257, and 
more fully explained below, the propriety of declaratory relief in any 
particular situation depends upon whether it will actually resolve the 
controversy at hand. Our trial courts are well suited to conduct this 
inquiry under the NCUDJA. 


Because North Carolina trial courts are expressly accorded dis- 
cretion under the very statute creating the declaratory judgment rem- 
edy, N.C.G.S. § 1-257, and because trial courts are best positioned to 
assess the facts bearing on the usefulness of declaratory relief in a 
particular case, compare Hill, 319 N.C. at 179, 353 S.E.2d at 399, with 
Salve Regina Coll., 499 U.S. at 233, 113 L. Ed. 2d at 199, the trial 
court’s decision to decline a party’s request for declaratory relief is 
reviewed under the abuse of discretion standard. See Wilton, 515 U.S. 
at 289, 132 L. Ed. 2d at 224. 


The express language of section 1-257 necessarily guides the 
exercise of the trial court’s discretion. The trial court may decline to 
grant declaratory relief where it “would not terminate the uncertainty 
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or controversy giving rise to the proceeding.” N.C.G.S. § 1-257. The 
preeminent treatise on declaratory judgments sets forth two criteria 
to aid in the interpretation of this language. Borchard, Declaratory 
Judgments at 299. According to Professor Borchard, a declaratory 
judgment should issue “(1) when [it] will serve a useful purpose in 
clarifying and settling the legal relations at issue, and (2) when it will 
terminate and afford relief from the uncertainty, insecurity and con- 
troversy giving rise to the proceeding.” Jd. When these criteria are not 
met, no declaratory judgment should issue. Jd. Thus, declaratory 
judgments should not be made “‘in the air,’ or in the abstract, 7.e. 
without definite concrete application to a particular state of facts 
which the court can by the declaration control and relieve and: 
thereby settle the controversy.” Id. at 306. 


Similar criteria have guided the discretion of other courts in issu- 
ing declaratory relief. Federal courts have long cited to Borchard’s 
treatise with approval when discussing the discretion of a trial court 
to enter declaratory judgment. See, e.g., Wilton, 515 U.S. at 288, 182 
L. Ed. 2d at 224; State Farm Fire & Cas. Co. v. Mhoon, 31 F.3d 979, 
983 (10th Cir. 1994); Natural Res. Def. Council, Inc. v. U.S. Envtl. 
Prot. Agency, 966 F2d 1292, 1299 (9th Cir. 1992); Grand Trunk 
Western R.R. Co. v. Consolidated Rail Corp., 746 F.2d 323, 326 (6th 
Cir. 1984); McCorkle v. United States, 559 F2d 1258, 1263 (4th Cir. 
1977), cert. denied, 434 U.S. 1011, 54 L. Ed. 2d 755 (1978). State appel- 
late courts have also interpreted their versions of the UDJA as 
according trial courts similar discretion. See, e.g., Grimm v. County 
Comm’rs of Washington Cty., 252 Md. 626, 632, 250 A.2d 866, 869 
(1969); Allstate Ins. Co. v. Firemen’s Ins. Co., 76 N.M. 430, 4383-34, 
415 P.2d 553, 555 (1966); Sullivan v. Chafee, 703 A.2d 748, 751 (R.I. 
1997); Bonham State Bank v. Beadle, 907 S.W.2d 465, 468 (Tex. 1995). 
Notably, our Court of Appeals has made recent use of Borchard’s 
analysis. Coca-Cola Bottling Co. Consol. v. Durham Coca-Cola 
Bottling Co., 141 N.C. App. 569, 578, 541 S.E.2d 157, 163 (2000) (dis- 
cussing Borchard’s treatise), disc. rev. denied, 353 N.C. 370, 547 
S.E.2d 433 (2001); see also Farber v. N.C. Psychology Bd., —~ N.C. 
App. —, —, 569 8.E.2d 287, 299 (2002) (citing Coca-Cola, 141 N.C. 
App. at 577-79, 541 S.E.2d at 163-64). 


Consideration of these well recognized principles leads us to con- 
clude that section 1-257 permits a trial court, in the exercise of its dis- 
cretion, to decline a request for declaratory relief when (1) the 
requested declaration will serve no useful purpose in clarifying or set- 
tling the legal relations at issue; or (2) the requested declaration will 
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not terminate or afford relief from the uncertainty, insecurity, or con- 
troversy giving rise to the proceeding. The trial court’s decision to 
decline a request for declaratory relief will be overturned only upon 
a showing that it has abused its discretion, i.e., the recognized crite- 
ria have been ignored, or the decision is otherwise “manifestly 
unsupported by reason or... so arbitrary that it could not have been 
the result of a reasoned decision. ” Briley v. Farabow, 348 N.C. 537, 
547, 501 S.E.2d 649, 656 (1998). 


Although our statute empowers a trial court to decline a request 
for declaratory relief under certain circumstances, section 1-257 
should not be applied to thwart a properly presented constitutional 
challenge. Our courts are obligated to protect fundamental rights 
when those rights are threatened. Corum v. University of N.C., 330 
N.C. 761, 783, 413 S.E.2d 276, 290, cert. denied, 506 U.S. 985, 121 
L. Ed. 2d 431 (1992). To that end, “every person for an injury done him 
in his lands, goods, person, or reputation shall have remedy by due 
course of law.” N.C. Const. art. I, § 18. Our State Constitution admon- 
ishes that “[a] frequent recurrence to fundamental principles is 
absolutely necessary to preserve the blessings of liberty.” N.C. Const. 
art. I, § 35. Therefore, where it “ ‘clearly appears either that property 
or fundamental human rights are denied in violation of constitutional 
guarantees,’ ” Jernigan v. State, 279 N.C. 556, 562, 184 S.E.2d 259, 264 
(1971) (quoting Roller v. Allen, 245 N.C. 516, 518, 96 S.E.2d 851, 854 
(1957)), and where a statutory provision is specifically challenged by 
a person directly affected by it, id. (citing Wall, 247 N.C. at 519-20, 
101 S.E.2d at 416), declaratory relief as to the constitutional validity 
of that provision is appropriate. Id.; see also Malloy v. Cooper, 356 
N.C. 1138, 118, 565 S.E.2d 76, 79-80 (2002). In other words, when the 
requested declaration satisfies the recognized criteria we articulate 
above, the trial court has no discretion to decline the request. In any 
event, when the trial court exercises its statutory discretion, its 
action should be guided by the rule we have followed for many years: 
“'C]ourts will not entertain or proceed with a cause merely to deter- 
mine abstract propositions of law.’” Roberts v. Madison Cty. 
Realtors Ass’n, 344 N.C. 394, 399, 474 S.E.2d 783, 787 (1996) (quoting 
Peoples, 296 N.C. at 147, 250 S.E.2d at 912). 


In the instant case, the trial court properly declined defendant’s 
request for issuance of declaratory relief. At the time the trial court 
dismissed defendant’s counterclaim, defendant had already received 
the relief sought: removal of the DVPO and a finding that its imposi- 
tion was unwarranted. The trial court concluded, as a matter of law, 
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that no domestic violence had occurred, and this determination exon- 
erated defendant from any allegations of wrongdoing. The trial 
court's disposition had the effect of leaving defendant exactly where 
he was prior to the filing of plaintiff's complaint—free from the taint 
of wrongful accusation or legal detriment. Cf. Brisson v. Kathy A. 
Santoriello, M.D., P.A., 351 N.C. 589, 593, 528 S.E.2d 568, 570 (2000) 
(voluntary dismissal by the plaintiff returns the plaintiff to the legal 
position enjoyed prior to filing of the complaint); N.C.G.S. § 50B-6 
(DVA shall not be construed to grant any person legal status for any 
purpose other than those expressly discussed therein). It also elimi- 
nated the possibility that defendant may again become subject to the 
DVA based upon plaintiffs unfounded allegations. See Whedon v. 
Whedon, 313 N.C. 200, 210, 328 S.E.2d 437, 443 (1985) Gnvoluntary 
dismissal acts as a final adjudication on the merits and ends a law- 
suit); see also 2 G. Gray Wilson, North Carolina Civil Procedure 
§ 41-1, at 33 (1995) (same). Therefore, the trial court’s resolution 
eliminated any present or future legal effect the DVA might have on 
defendant as a result of plaintiff's complaint. Because defendant was 
not subject to the provisions of the DVA at the time the trial court 
addressed defendant’s counterclaim and because he made no show- 
ing that he was threatened with further litigation under the DVA, a 
declaration as to the constitutionality of the DVA could not alter 
defendant’s legal position. Thus, issuance of a declaratory judgment 
under these circumstances would have been improvident. 


We have generally held that temporary restraining orders, such as 
the DVPO issued in the present case, may be issued to prohibit poten- 
tially wrongful acts and preserve the status quo pending judicial res- 
olution of plaintiffs claim. See Seaboard Air Line R.R. Co. v. 
Atlantic Coast Line R.R. Co., 237 N.C. 88, 94, 74 S.E.2d 430, 434 
(1952); Roberts, 344 N.C. at 399, 474 S.E.2d at 787 (an injunction is 
available in any case where it may provide significant benefits that 
outweigh its disadvantages). Violation of many provisions of this 
DVPO could conceivably have led to criminal sanction. See N.C.G.S. 
§ 14-277.3 (2001) (defining crime of stalking); State v. Roberts, 270 
N.C. 655, 658, 155 $.E.2d 303, 305 (1967) (defining common-law crime 
of assault). Defendant obviously does not claim he was unconstitu- 
tionally restrained from engaging in criminally punishable behavior. 


Defendant’s counterclaim made various broadside attacks on 
the DVA but included no specific allegations as to how this par- 
ticular defendant was unconstitutionally or adversely affected by its 
provisions in any significant way. At the time of the hearing on 
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defendant’s counterclaim, none of defendant’s rights were encum- 
bered. Moreover, no specific anticipated encumbrances were 
described among the allegations of defendant’s counterclaim. 
Because it was unnecessary to mount this broad constitutional attack 
on the DVA to protect defendant’s rights, the trial court’s constitu- 
tional examination of the DVA in this context would have been 
merely academic in nature. 


As we have noted before, the DVA is an effort on the part of 
the duly elected legislature to respond to “the serious and invisible 
problem” of domestic violence. State v. Thompson, 349 N.C. 483, 486, 
508 S.E.2d 277, 279 (1998) (discussing the impetus behind enactment 
of the DVA, Act of May 14, 1979, ch. 561, 1979 N.C. Sess. Laws 
592). As such, a ruling upon the facial constitutionality of the DVA 
should be made only when necessary and then only in a clearly 
defined factual setting. 


Defendant does not assign as error that the trial court abused its 
discretion, and we discern no abuse of discretion in the proceedings 
below. Although the order is, admittedly, phrased in terms of moot- 
ness, the trial court apparently realized that the broad declaratory 
ruling requested by defendant would serve no useful purpose in ter- 
minating the discrete controversy at hand. Since the trial court would 
reach the same conclusion as we have under the proper legal stand- 
ard, remand is unnecessary. Accordingly, the decision of the Court of 
Appeals is reversed. 


REVERSED. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA \. BRIAN ALEXANDER SCOTT 


No. 59&PAQ1 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


1. Motor Vehicles— habitual driving while impaired—motion 
to dismiss—standard of review—substantial evidence 

The Court of Appeals erred by applying the proof beyond 

a reasonable doubt standard of review in determining whether 

the trial court properly dismissed the habitual DWI charge under 

N.C.G.S. § 15A-1227(a)(3) after the return of a verdict of guilty 
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but before entry of judgment because the appropriate standard 
of review is whether there is substantial evidence of each es- 
sential element of the offense charged or of a lesser offense 
included therein, and of defendant’s being the perpetrator of 
such offense. 


2. Motor Vehicles— habitual driving while impaired—motion 
to dismiss—sufficiency of evidence 


The Court of Appeals erred by affirming the trial court’s dis- 
missal of defendant’s conviction of habitual driving while 
impaired under N.C.G.S. § 20-138.5, because substantial evidence 
existed for each essential element of DWI and viewing the evi- 
dence in a light most favorable to the State reveals a reasonable 
inference of defendant’s guilt based on direct and circumstantial 
evidence presented by the State. 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 146 N.C. App. 283, 551 
S.E.2d 916 (2001), affirming dismissal of a conviction for driving 
while impaired entered by Bullock, J., on 14 October 1999 in 
Superior Court, Durham County. Heard in the Supreme Court 9 
September 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Isaac T. Avery, III, Special 
Deputy Attorney General, and Patricia A. Duffy, Assistant 
Attorney General, for the State-appellant. 


Daniel Shatz for defendant-appellee. 


Morrow Alexander Tash Kurtz & Porter, by Benjamin D. Porter, 
on behalf of the North Carolina Academy of Trial Lawyers, 
amicus curiae. 


BUTTERFIELD, Justice. 


This case comes to us on discretionary review from a unanimous 
opinion of the Court of Appeals affirming the trial court’s dismissal of 
defendant's conviction for driving while impaired (DWI). Defendant 
was indicted for DWI, habitual DWI, driving while license revoked 
(DWLR), carrying a concealed weapon, possession of a firearm by a 
felon, and being an habitual felon. A careful examination of the 
record reveals that defendant informed the trial court that he had 
authorized his counsel to stipulate to prior convictions of DWI and a 
prior felony larceny conviction. The record also reveals that there 
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was a clear understanding between defense counsel, the prose- 
cutor, and the trial judge that there had been stipulations as to the 
DWI convictions and the felony larceny conviction pursuant to 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-928(c). The trial court proceeded with the trial accord- 
ingly. At the close of the State’s case in chief, defendant moved to dis- 
miss the charges because of insufficiency of the evidence. The trial 
court denied the motion. Defendant called three witnesses in his 
defense. At the close of all evidence, defendant did not move for 
dismissal or nonsuit. 


The jury found defendant guilty of DWI and not guilty of carrying 
a concealed weapon. The parties disagree regarding the actual DWI 
charge upon which defendant was tried and convicted. Our careful 
review of the record confirms the State’s argument that defendant 
was tried upon and found guilty of habitual DWI. Defendant pled 
guilty to the DWLR charge. Prior to proceeding with sentencing on 
the habitual DWI conviction, defendant moved to dismiss the DWI 
conviction based on insufficiency of the evidence. The trial court 
granted defendant’s motion to dismiss. The order of 14 October 1999 
references the offense as simply “driving while impaired.” We have 
examined that portion of the transcript immediately after the jury 
returned its verdict of guilty. In the discussion between the prosecu- 
tor, defense counsel, and the trial judge regarding the habitual felon 
charge, the trial judge stated, “And you are saying habitual DWI is 
habitual felon, is the underlying charge to support the habitual 
felon?” Notwithstanding the clerical error in the order, the trial judge 
clearly intended to dismiss the habitual DWI charge. 


The trial court subsequently sentenced defendant on the DWLR 
charge to which defendant pled guilty. The only issue before us is the 
dismissal of the habitual DWI charge. The Court of Appeals held that 
the State’s appeal did not violate principles of double jeopardy. The 
Court of Appeals then addressed whether the trial court properly dis- 
missed the habitual] DWI charge. The Court of Appeals held that the 
trial court properly dismissed the charge and affirmed the actions of 
the trial court. From this determination, the State appeals. 


The State raises two issues for our consideration: first, whether 
the Court of Appeals applied the correct standard of review in deter- 
mining whether the trial court properly dismissed the habitual DWI 
charge, under N.C.G.S. § 15A-1227(a)(3), after the jury had returned a 
verdict of guilty but before entry of judgment; and second, whether 
there was sufficient evidence to sustain the jury’s verdict of guilty. We 
first address the applicable standard of review. 
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[1] The Court of Appeals wrote, “As defendant refused to take the 
Intoxilyzer test, the State needed to prove beyond a reasonable doubt 
that defendant was impaired through his actions and words, and 
through other indicia that showed he was appreciably impaired. We 
conclude that the State has not met this burden.” State v. Scott, 146 
N.C. App. 283, 287, 551 S.E.2d 916, 919 (2001). The Court of Appeals 
then summarized the State’s evidence against defendant. The Court of 
Appeals held that “this evidence, in and of itself, is not sufficient to 
prove beyond a reasonable doubt that defendant was appreciably 
impaired.” Jd. The State contends that the Court of Appeals erred in 
applying this “proof beyond a reasonable doubt” standard of review. 
We agree. 


The Court of Appeals’ holding requires the State to prove a 
defendant’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt in order to survive a 
motion to dismiss for insufficiency of the evidence after a jury has 
returned a verdict of guilty but prior to entry of judgment. The 
applicable statutory provision, which the trial court referenced in 
deciding the motion, is N.C.G.S. § 15A-1227(a)(8). The statute pro- 
vides as follows: 


(a) A motion for dismissal for insufficiency of the evidence 
to sustain a conviction may be made at the following times: 


(1) Upon close of the State’s evidence. 
(2) Upon close of all the evidence. 


(3) After return of a verdict of guilty and before entry of 
judgment. 


(4) After discharge of the jury without a verdict and before 
the end of the session. 


(b) Failure to make the motion at the close of the State’s evi- 
dence or after all the evidence is not a bar to making the motion 
at a later time as provided in subsection (a). 


(c) The judge must rule on a motion to dismiss for insuffi- 
ciency of the evidence before the trial may proceed. 


(d) The sufficiency of all evidence introduced in a criminal 
case is reviewable on appeal without regard to whether a motion 
has been made during trial, as provided in G.S. 15A-1446(d)(5). 


N.C.G.S. § 15A-1227 (2001). The State invites us to compare other 
Statutory post-verdict motions that address the sufficiency of the evi- 
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dence. However, a review of these statutes is not necessary to deter- 
mine the issue before us. Therefore, we decline to address these 
statutes in the abstract and in hypothetical terms that would fall out- 
side the scope of our review. 


The State argues that the standard of review for a motion to dis- 
miss should be uniform throughout the statute regardless of whether 
the motion is made at the close of the State’s evidence, at the close of 
all the evidence, after return of a verdict of guilty and before entry of 
judgment, or after discharge of the jury without a verdict and before 
the end of the session. As this appears to be a case of first impression 
for this Court, we note that the doctrine of stare decisis requires us 
to hold that the standard of review to be applied to each provision in 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-1227 shall be uniform. 


The legislature did not distinguish a motion to dismiss after the 
return of a verdict of guilty by setting it apart in another statute. 
Rather, the legislature included it within N.C.G.S. § 15A-1227 along 
with the other provisions. “Parts of the same statute dealing with the 
same subject matter must be considered and interpreted as a whole.” 
State ex rel. Comm ’r of Ins. v. N.C. Auto. Rate Admin. Office, 294 
N.C. 60, 66, 241 S.E.2d 324, 328 (1978). We shall thus review this 
statute as a whole. 


This Court has examined the standard of review for motions to 
dismiss in criminal trials. In State v. Powell, 299 N.C. 95, 261 S.E.2d 
114 (1980), this Court held: | 


Upon defendant’s motion for dismissal, the question for the 
Court is whether there is substantial evidence (1) of each essen- 
tial element of the offense charged, or of a lesser offense 
included therein, and (2) of defendant’s being the perpetrator of 
such offense. If so, the motion is properly denied. 


If the evidence is sufficient only to raise a suspicion or 
conjecture as to either the commission of the offense or the 
identity of the defendant as the perpetrator of it, the motion 
should be allowed. 


Id. at 98, 261 S.E.2d at 117 (citations omitted). We reiterated this 
holding in State v. Barnes, 334 N.C. 67, 75, 430 S.E.2d 914, 918 (1993), 
and in State v. Fritsch, 351 N.C. 373, 378, 526 8.E.2d 451, 455, cert. 
denied, 531 U.S. 890, 148 L. Ed. 2d 150 (2000). We find no compelling 
reason to depart from this standard of review. Therefore, the Powell 
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standard of review is appropriate for our examination of the evi- 
dence in the case sub judice. 


{2] We now turn to the State’s second issue, which addresses 
whether there was sufficient evidence to support the jury’s verdict of 
guilty. In applying the standard of review for motions to dismiss as 
established in Powell, rather than the standard applied by the Court 
of Appeals in this case, we follow our holdings in Barnes and 
Fritsch. In Fritsch, we quoted the holding in Barnes and expanded 
upon it as follows: 


In reviewing challenges to the sufficiency of evidence, we 
must view the evidence in the light most favorable to the 
State, giving the State the benefit of all reasonable inferences. 
State v. Benson, 331 N.C. 537, 544, 417 S.E.2d 756, 761 (1992). 
Contradictions and discrepancies do not warrant dismissal of 
the case but are for the jury to resolve. /d. The test for suffi- 
ciency of the evidence is the same whether the evidence is 
direct or circumstantial or both. State v. Bullard, 312 N.C. 
129, 322 S.E.2d 370 (1984). “Circumstantial evidence may 
withstand a motion to dismiss and support a conviction even 
when the evidence does not rule out every hypothesis of 
innocence.” State v. Stone, 323 N.C. 447, 452, 373 S.E.2d 430, 
433 (1988). If the evidence presented is circumstantial, the 
court must consider whether a reasonable inference of 
defendant’s guilt may be drawn from the circumstances. Once 
the court decides that a reasonable inference of defendant’s 
guilt may be drawn from the circumstances, then “ ‘it is for 
the jury to decide whether the facts, taken singly or in com- 
bination, satisfy [it} beyond a reasonable doubt that the 
defendant is actually guilty.’ ” State v. Thomas, 296 N.C. 236, 
244, 250 S.E.2d 204, 209 (1978) (alteration in original) 
(quoting State v. Rowland, 263 N.C. 353, 358, 139 S.E.2d 
661, 665 (1965)). 


Barnes, 334 N.C. at 75-76, 430 S.E.2d at 918-19. “Both competent 
and incompetent evidence must be considered.” State v. Lyons, 
340 N.C. 646, 658, 459 S.E.2d 770, 776 (1995). In addition, the 
defendant's evidence should be disregarded unless it is favorable 
to the State or does not conflict with the State’s evidence. See 
State v. Earnhardt, 307 N.C. 62, 67, 296 S.E.2d 649, 653 (1982). 
The defendant’s evidence that does not conflict “may be used to 
explain or clarify the evidence offered by the State.” Jd. When rul- 
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ing on a motion to dismiss, the trial court should be concerned 
only about whether the evidence is sufficient for jury considera- 
tion, not about the weight of the evidence. See id. at 67, 296 
S.E.2d at 652. 


Fritsch, 351 N.C. at 378-79, 526 S.E.2d at 455-56. Substantial evidence 
is that amount of relevant evidence necessary to persuade a rational 
juror to accept a conclusion. State v. Mann, 355 N.C. 294, 301, 560 
S.E.2d 776, 781, cert. denied, —— U.S. —, — L. Ed. 2d —., 71 
U.S.L.W. 3317 (2002). Following these holdings, we now review the 
sufficiency of the evidence in this case. 


Defendant was charged with habitual DWI under N.C.GS. 
§ 20-138.5. One element of habitual DWI is driving while impaired as 
defined in N.C.G.S. § 20-138.1, which, in pertinent part, provides: 


(a) Offense.—A person commits the offense of impaired dri- 
ving if he drives any vehicle upon any highway, any street, or any 
public vehicular area within this State: 


(1) While under the influence of an impairing sub- 
stance; or 


(2) After having consumed sufficient alcohol that he has, 
at any relevant time after the driving, an alcohol con- 
centration of 0.08 or more. 


N.C.G.S. § 20-138.1(a) (2001). The State presented evidence that: (1) 
defendant was traveling at a speed in excess of sixty miles per hour; 
(2) defendant’s vehicle had no motcr vehicle tags; (3) defendant did 
not immediately stop after the arresting officer activated his red and 
blue lights and did not do so until after the officer accelerated to keep 
up with the vehicle and activated his airhorn more than once; (4) 
defendant did not stop in the rightmost lane of the four-lane highway, 
but rather stopped at a “T” intersection in such a manner that defend- 
ant’s and the officer’s cars blocked the intersection; (5) defendant left 
his vehicle and started toward the officer’s vehicle before being 
ordered to return to his vehicle; (6) upon approaching defendant’s 
vehicle, the officer smelled a strong odor of alcohol, (7) the officer 
observed an open container of beer in the passenger area of defend- 
ant’s vehicle; (8) defendant’s coat was wet from what appeared to the 
officer to be beer waste; (9) defendant’s speech was slurred; (10) 
defendant refused to take the ALCO-SENSOR test; and (11) defend- 
ant refused the Intoxilyzer test. Defendant presented evidence to 
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contradict the State’s evidence. Evidence in the record supporting a 
contrary inference is not determinative on a motion to dismiss. 
Fritsch, 351 N.C. at 382, 526 S.E.2d at 457. 


Under the proper standard of review, substantial evidence 
existed for each essential element of DWI. Viewing the evidence in 
a light most favorable to the State, we conclude that a reason- 
able inference of defendant’s guilt may be drawn from the direct and 
circumstantial evidence presented by the State. Such evidence was 
sufficient to support the jury’s verdict of guilty. Accordingly, the 
Court of Appeals erred in affirming the trial court’s dismissal of 
the DWI charge. 


Defendant has filed a motion with this Court to amend the record 
on appeal to reflect additional orders from the Superior Court, 
Durham County. After this matter was docketed in the Court of 
Appeals, appellate defense counsel filed a motion in the Superior 
Court, Durham County, to dismiss the habitual DWI and habitual 
felon charges that were still reflected in the Durham County Clerk of 
Superior Court’s computer records. Appellate counsel’s argument for 
allowing this motion was premised on the same argument that he has 
presented to this Court: that defendant was not convicted of habitual 
DWI and that the trial judge dismissed the DWI charge, as reflected 
on the 14 October 1999 order with the clerical error. The presiding 
judge allowed the motion in an order dated 8 February 2001. The 
State gave notice of appeal from the 8 February 2001 order. Appellate 
defense counsel filed a motion to dismiss the State’s appeal for fail- 
ure to perfect it. The presiding judge, with the State’s consent, 
entered an order dated 6 August 2001 dismissing the appeal. We 
have allowed defendant's motion to amend the record so that we may 
prevent any misunderstanding regarding entry of judgment upon 
remand. The orders of 8 February 2001 and 6 August 2001, whereby 
appellate defense counsel sought to dismiss the charges of ha- 
bitual DWI and being an habitual felon, did not affect the State’s 
appeal. As we have determined, the trial court intended, and did, 
dismiss the habitual DWI charge. When the trial court dismissed 
the habitual DWI charge, the habitual felon charge was auto- 
matically dismissed because it was predicated on the habitual 
DWI conviction. The orders, at most, corrected the Durham County 
computer records. 


Based upon the foregoing, we reverse the decision of the Court of 
Appeals and remand this case to that court for further remand to the 
Superior Court, Durham County. Upon remand, the trial court is to 
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sentence defendant for the habitual DWI and may continue with any 
proceedings pertinent to the habitual felon charge. 


REVERSED AND REMANDED. 








STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. BELVIN E. WAGNER 


No. 108A02 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


1. Drugs— felonious possession of drug paraphernalia— 
nonexistent crime 


A charge of felonious possession of drug paraphernalia is not 
supported by any statute. Therefore, an indictment for felonious 
possession of drug paraphernalia was facially invalid, the trial 
court never had jurisdiction over this charge, and defendant’s 
conviction for felonious possession of drug paraphernalia is void 
and is vacated. 


2. Sentencing— guilty plea and sentence set aside—greater 
sentence after trial—statutory violation 


After defendant’s plea of guilty of attempted possession of 
cocaine and his sentence of 101 to 131 months were set aside pur- 
suant to his motion for appropriate relief, a sentence of 135 to 175 
months imposed upon defendant’s conviction at trial for 
attempted possession of cocaine was contrary to the mandate of 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-1335 that a defendant whose sentence has been 
successfully challenged cannot receive a more severe sentence 
for the same offense or conduct on remand. The fact that defend- 
ant’s original conviction resulted from a negotiated plea rather 
than a finding of guilt by a jury is of no consequence. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 148 N.C. App. 658, 560 S.E.2d 
174 (2002), finding no error in judgments entered 17 October 2000 by 
Albright, J., in Superior Court, Forsyth County. Heard in the Supreme 
Court 12 September 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Joan M. Cunningham, 
Assistant Attorney General, for the State. 


J. Clark Fischer for defendant-appellant. 
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Rudolph, Maher, Widenhouse & Fialko, by M. Gordon 
Widenhouse, Jr., on behalf of the North Carolina Academy of 
Trial Lawyers, amicus curiae. 


North Carolina Prisoner Legal Services, Inc., by Kristin D. 
Parks, amicus curiae. 


PER CURIAM. 


Defendant Belvin Eugene Wagner was originally arrested without 
a warrant when he attempted to purchase cocaine during an under- 
cover drug operation on 17 July 1998 in which undercover law 
enforcement officers used blanched macadamia nuts as fake crack 
cocaine. On 17 August 1998, based on an information, defendant 
entered a negotiated guilty plea to the offense of attempted posses- 
sion of cocaine as an habitual felon. This plea bargain provided that 
defendant would receive a minimum sentence of 101 months’ impris- 
onment based on his criminal history, which was calculated to be at 
level VI. The trial court entered judgment sentencing defendant to 
serve 101 to 131 months’ confinement. 


Defendant thereafter filed a motion for appropriate relief assert- 
ing that his record level had been improperly calculated as a level VI 
when in fact his criminal history resulted in a level V for sentencing 
purposes. Concluding that defendant’s plea bargain and guilty plea 
were based on “the mutual mistake of all parties as to [defendant’s] 
proper record level for sentencing purposes,” the trial court on 10 
May 2000, nunc pro tunc 2 May 2000, vacated and set aside defend- 
ant’s guilty plea and the judgment entered thereon. 


On 15 May 2000 defendant was indicted for (i) attempt to possess 
cocaine, (ii) felonious possession of drug paraphernalia, and (iii) 
being an habitual felon. The paraphernalia on which this charge was 
based, an antenna used as a crack pipe, was found on defendant’s 
person on 17 July 1998, at the time defendant was originally arrested 
for attempted possession of cocaine. The prosecutor subsequently 
offered defendant a plea bargain of 101 to 131 months’ imprisonment, 
the same sentence he had received before his plea was vacated. 
Defendant rejected this offer of plea. Defendant moved to dismiss the 
paraphernalia indictment, claiming unconstitutional vindictive prose- 
cution and violation of N.C.G.S. § 15A-1335. Defendant’s motion to 
dismiss was denied. 


On 17 October 2000 a jury found defendant guilty of attempt to 
possess cocaine, felonious possession of drug paraphernalia, and 
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being an habitual felon. The trial court sentenced defendant at level 
VI to serve two consecutive 135- to 171-month sentences. 


Before this Court defendant asserts that the Court of Appeals 
erred in upholding these convictions and sentences. Defendant again 
contends that the felony drug paraphernalia indictment after his suc- 
cessful motion for appropriate relief was based on unconstitutional 
vindictive prosecution and was in violation of N.C.G.S. § 15A-13835 
and that the subsequent sentence for attempted possession of 
cocaine also violated N.C.G.S. § 15A-1335. Defendant does not 
challenge the trial court’s finding of a record level VI for his 
criminal history. 


[1] Initially, we note that a jurisdictional issue not raised in the Court 
of Appeals has been raised in this Court, namely, that the 15 May 2000 
indictment for felonious possession. of drug paraphernalia is invalid 
on its face in that the charge of felonious possession of drug para- 
phernalia is not supported by any statute, a fact that the State con- 
cedes. N.C.G.S. § 90-95(e)(3), cited in the indictment, does not 
pertain to drug paraphernalia. For a court to have jurisdiction, “a 
criminal offense [must] be charged in the warrant or indictment upon 
which the State brings the defendant to trial.” State v. Vestal, 281 N.C. 
517, 520, 189 S.E.2d 152, 155 (1972). Inasmuch as the indictment for 
felonious possession of drug paraphernalia was facially invalid, the 
trial court never had jurisdiction over this charge. Moreover, 
appellate jurisdiction is derivative of the trial court’s jurisdic- 
tion. State v. Earley, 24 N.C. App. 387, 389, 210 S.E.2d 541, 543 
(1975); see also State v. Morgan, 246 N.C. 596, 599, 99 S.E.2d 764, 766 
(1957). Therefore, the Court of Appeals also lacked jurisdiction to 
hear defendant’s appeal of the felonious possession of drug 
paraphernalia conviction. 


Accordingly, for lack of jurisdiction in the trial court, defendant's 
conviction for felonious possession of drug paraphernalia is void and 
is vacated. Similarly, the opinion of the Court of Appeals as it pertains 
to the conviction for felonious possession of drug paraphernalia is 
vacated. Having vacated defendant’s conviction for felonious posses- 
sion of drug paraphernalia, we do not need to address defendant’s 
assignment of error challenging the trial court’s denial of his motion 
to dismiss based on vindictive prosecution. 


[2] Defendant was also improperly sentenced for his conviction for 
attempt to possess cocaine. N.C.G.S. § 154-1335 provides: 
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When a conviction or sentence imposed in superior court 
has been set aside on direct review or collateral attack, the 
court may not impose a new sentence for the same offense, or for 
a different offense based on the same conduct, which is more 
severe than the prior sentence less the portion of the prior 
sentence previously served. 


N.C.G.S. § 15A-13385 (2001). Pursuant to this statute a defendant 
whose sentence has been successfully challenged cannot receive a 
more severe sentence for the same offense or conduct on remand. 


In this case, contrary to the State’s contention, the fact that 
defendant’s original conviction resulted from a negotiated plea bar- 
gain rather than a finding of guilty by a jury is of no consequence. 
This Court has held that “[a] plea of guilty, accepted and entered by 
the trial court, is the equivalent of conviction.” State v. Brown, 320 
N.C. 179, 210, 358 S.E.2d 1, 22, cert. denied, 484 U.S. 970, 98 L. Ed. 2d 
406 (1987). After defendant’s plea and sentence were set aside pur- 
suant to his motion for appropriate relief, a sentence of 135 to 175 
months’ imprisonment for defendant’s conviction at trial for attempt 
to possess cocaine was contrary to the mandate of section 15A-1335 
when defendant's original sentence was only 101 to 131 months’ 
imprisonment for the same offense. See State v. Hemby, 333 N.C. 331, 
336-37, 426 S.E.2d 77, 80 (1993). 


This case is distinguishable from State v. Wall, 348 N.C. 671, 502 
S.E.2d 585 (1998), in that the sentence defendant initially received 
pursuant to the plea agreement was a lawful mitigated sentence for a 
record level VI offender. Unlike the defendant in Wall, this defendant 
by his motion for appropriate relief did not seek specific performance 
of a plea bargain containing an unauthorized sentence. Under section 
15A-1340.13(b), 


the court shall determine the prior record sentence for the 
offender pursuant to G.S. 15A-1340.14. The sentence shall contain 
a sentence disposition specified for the class of offense and prior 
record level, and its minimum term of imprisonment shall be 
within the range specified for the class of offense and prior 
record level, unless applicable statutes require or authorize 
another minimum sentence of imprisonment. 


N.C.G.S. § 15A4-1340.13(b) (2001). In this case N.C.G.S. § 154-1335 
is an applicable statute requiring “another minimum sentence of 
imprisonment.” Id. 
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In summary, for the reasons stated herein, defendant’s convic- 
tion for felonious possession of drug paraphernalia and the Court of 
Appeals’ decision as to that conviction are vacated. As to the judg- 
ment for attempted possession of cocaine, the decision of the Court 
of Appeals is reversed and remanded to that court for further remand 
to the trial court for resentencing in a manner not inconsistent with 
this opinion. 


VACATED IN PART AND REVERSED AND REMANDED IN PART. 
ANGELA SHAW vy. WILLIAM J. MINTZ 


No. 330A02 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


Estates— negligence claim—personal representative not 
appointed—statute of limitations 
The decision of the Court of Appeals in this case that a negli- 
gence claim against decedent’s estate arising from an automobile 
accident would be barred by the statute of limitations is reversed 
for the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion in the Court of 
Appeals that N.C.G.S. §§ 1-22 and 28A-19-3 do not require a per- 
sonal representative to be appointed before the plaintiff is enti- 
tled to a section 1-22 suspension of the statute of limitations. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 151 N.C. App. 82, 564 S.E.2d 
593 (2002), affirming an order entered 13 February 2001 by Weeks, J., 
in Superior Court, Cumberland County. This case was determined on 
the briefs without oral argument pursuant to N.C. R. App. P. 30(f)(1). 

Washington & Pitts, PL.L.C., by Marshall B. Pitts, Jr, for 

plaintiff-appeliant. 

Walker, Clark, Allen, Grice & Ammons, L.L.P., by Scott T. 

Stroud, for defendant-appellee. 


PER CURIAM. 


For the reasons stated in the clissenting opinion, we reverse the 
decision of the Court of Appeals. 


REVERSED. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. RONALD EDWARD EVANS 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. BRYON KEITH HOWARD 


No. 390A02 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 151 N.C. App. 430, 566 S.E.2d 
493 (2002), ordering a new trial after appeal of judgments entered 18 
September 2000 by Hight, J., in Superior Court, Durham County. This 
case was determined on the briefs without oral argument pursuant to 
N.C. R. App. P. 30(f)(1). 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by W. Richard Moore, Special 
Deputy Attorney General, as to defendant-appellee Aaron 
Dexter; Fred G. Lamar, Assistant Attorney General, as to 
defendant-appellee Bryon Keith Howard; and Gaines M. 
Weaver, Assistant Attorney General, as to defendant-appellee 
Ronald Evans; for the State-appellant. 


Kevin P. Bradley for defendant-appellee Aaron Dexter. 
Daniel Shatz for defendant-appellee Ronald Edward Evans. 
D. Tucker Charns for defendant-appellee Bryon Keith Howard. 


PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 
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STATE v. SMITH 
[356 N.C. 605 (2002)] 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. CORNELIUS KEITH SMITH 


No. 317A02 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 150 N.C. App. 317, 562 S.E.2d 
899 (2002), affirming a judgment entered 6 March 2001 by Hooks, J., 
in Superior Court, Brunswick County. Heard in the Supreme Court 
3 December 2002. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Marvin R. Waters, Assistant 
Attorney General, for the State. 


A. Michelle FormyDuval and Walter L. Jones for defendant- 
appellant. 


PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 


606 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


STATE v. PATTERSON 
[356 N.C. 606 (2002)] 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. WILLIAM NOLAN PATTERSON 


No. 307A02 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 150 N.C. App. 393, 563 S.E.2d 
88 (2002), finding no error in judgments entered 18 August 2000 by 
Weeks, J., in Superior Court, Cumberland County. The case was 
calendared for argument in the Supreme Court 3 December 2002, 
but was determined on the briefs without oral argument upon the 
parties’ joint motion for the Court to decide the case pursuant to N.C. 
R. App. P. 80(f)(1). 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Thomas O. Lawton III, 
Assistant Attorney General, for the State-appellee. 


John T. Hall for defendant-appellant. 
PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 
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EASTERN CAROLINA INTERNAL MED., P.A. v. FAIDAS 
[356 N.C. 607 (2002)] 


EASTERN CAROLINA INTERNAL MEDICINE, P.A. v. ANNA FAIDAS, M.D., AN 
INDIVIDUAL D/B/A COASTAL ONCOLOGY & HEMATOLOGY 


No. 298A02 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 149 N.C. App. 940, 564 S.E.2d 
53 (2002), affirming an order for summary judgment entered 23 
January 2001 and an order entered 27 February 2001 denying a 
motion for a new trial or for amendment of the original order, both 
orders entered by Alford, J., in Superior Court, Craven County. Heard 
in the Supreme Court 4 December 2002. 


Ward and Smith, P.A., by A. Charles Ellis and David B. Hawley, 
for plaintiff-appellee. 


Glover & Petersen, by James R. Glover, for defendant-appellant. 
PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 
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ROBINSON v. BYRD 
(356 N.C. 608 (2002)] 


DIANE ROBINSON v. MAYNARD BYRD 


No. 511A01 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from an unpublished deci- 
sion of a divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 145 N.C. App. 503, 550 
S.E.2d 281 (2001), reversing and remanding orders entered 1 March 
2000 and 7 April 2000 by DeVine, J., in District Court, Orange County. 
On 31 January 2002, the Supreme Court granted discretionary review 
of additional issues. Heard in the Supreme Court 14 May 2002. 


J. Randolph Ward for plaintiff-appellant. 


Martin and Martin, PA., by J. Matthew Martin and Harry C. 
Martin; and Fisher Law Firm, P.A., by C. Douglas Fisher, for 
defendant-appellee. 


PER CURIAM. 


Justice BUTTERFIELD did not participate in the consideration or 
decision of this case. The remaining members of the Court were 
equally divided, with three members voting to affirm the decision of 
the Court of Appeals and three members voting to reverse. Therefore, 
the decision of the Court of Appeals is left undisturbed and stands 
without precedential value. See Reese v. Barbee, 350 N.C. 60, 510 
S.E.2d 374 (1999); Nesbit v. Howard, 333 N.C. 782, 429 S.E.2d 730 
(1993). 


AFFIRMED. 
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CRAWFORD v. COMMERCIAL UNION MIDWEST INS. CoO. 
(356 N.C. 609 (2002)] 


BARRETT L. CRAWFORD, TRUSTEE IN THE BANKRUPTCY OF JETER EDWARD GREENE, AND 
JETER EDWARD GREENE v. COMMERCIAL UNION MIDWEST INSURANCE 
COMPANY, GERALD BENFIELD, anp BENFIELD INSURANCE ENTERPRISES 


No. 19A02 
(Filed 20 December 2002) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 147 N.C. App. 455, 556 S.E.2d 
30 (2001), reversing and remanding an order for summary judgment 
entered 22 March 2000 and an order denying reconsideration entered 
24 May 2000, both orders entered by Martin (Jerry Cash), J., in 
Superior Court, Burke County. Heard in the Supreme Court 3 
December 2002. 


Daniel Law Firm PA., by Stephen T. Daniel and Warren T. 
Daniel, for plaintiff-appellees. 


Young Moore and Henderson P.A., by Walter E. Brock, Jr., and 
Christopher A. Page, for defendant-appellant Commercial 
Union Midwest Insurance Company. 


PER CURIAM. 


Justice BUTTERFIELD did not participate in the consideration or 
decision of this case. The remaining members of the Court were 
equally divided, with three members voting to affirm the decision of 
the Court of Appeals and three members voting to reverse. Therefore, 
the decision of the Court of Appeals is left undisturbed and stands 
without precedential value. See Reese v. Barbee, 350 N.C. 60, 510 
S.E.2d 374 (1999); Nesbit v. Howard, 333 N.C. 782, 429 S.E.2d 730 
(1993). 


AFFIRMED. 


610 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


AUBIN v. SUSI 

No. 156P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 320 

Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. Conditional petition by defendant 
for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 19 
December 2002. 
BELVERD v. MILES 

No. 556P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 169 

Petition by plaintiffs for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 2 December 2002. 
BOYCE & ISLEY, PLLC v. COOPER 

No. 598P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 25 

Motion for temporary stay allowed 27 November 2002 pending 
determination of defendants’ petitions for discretionary review. 
BREWER v. CABARRUS PLASTICS, INC. 

No. 560A01 

Case below: 146 N.C. App. 82 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addition to those pre- 
sented as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the Court of Appeals 
denied 19 December 2002. Petition by defendant for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues 
in addition to those presented as the basis for the dissenting opinion 
in the Court of Appeals allowed 19 December 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


CAP CARE GRP, INC. v. MCDONALD 
No. 178P01-2 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 817 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
(A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 


CAPITAL OUTDOOR, INC. v. GUILFORD CTY. BD. OF ADJUST. 
No. 603A01-2 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 474 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to GS. 
7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 


COLOMBO v. STEVENSON 
No. 2938PA02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 163 


Petition by defendants (George M. Stevenson, III and Susan 
Stevenson) for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 allowed 
19 December 2002. 


CUMMINS v. BCCI CONSTR. ENTERS. 
No. 170P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 180 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
(A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 


EDWARDS v. EDWARDS 
No. 562P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 185 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 19 December 
2002. 


612 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


FARBER v. N. C. PSYCHOLOGY BD. 
No. 546A02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 1 


Petition by petitioner for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addition to those pre- 
sented as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the Court of Appeals 
denied 19 December 2002. Petition by petitioner for writ of certiorari 
to review the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 
19 December 2002. 

FENDER v. DEATON 

No. 5538P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 187 

Petition by plaintiffs for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. Justice Parker recused. 

HILL v. HILL 

No. 688P01 


Case below: 147 N.C. App. 313 
356 N.C. 301 


Motion by plaintiff for reconsideration of the dismissal of plain- 
tiff’s appeal denied 19 December 2002. Justice Martin recused. 
IN RE BEER 

No. 169P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 232 


Petition by respondents (Gloria Lavada Beer and Fred William 
Beer for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 19 
December 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


IN RE HAYES 
No. 38QP02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 27 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 19 December 2002. 
Petition by respondent (Hayes) for cliscretionary review pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 

IN RE HODGE 
No. 555P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 102 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 19 December 2002. 
Petition by respondent (Hodge) for cliscretionary review pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 

IN RE MITCHELL 

No. 127A02 

Case below: 148 N.C. App. 483 

Petition by petitioner (Guardian ad Litem) for writ of super- 
sedeas dismissed as moot 5 December 2002. 

IN RE RHYNE 

No. 639P02 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 477 

Motion by plaintiff for temporary stay allowed 20 December 
2002. 

IN RE RIDDICK 
No. 87P02 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 785 


Petition by respondent (James Leron Riddick) for writ of certio- 
rari to review the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals 
denied 19 December 2002. 


614 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


KELLY v. WEYERHAEUSER CO. 

No. 384P02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 7138 

Motion by defendants to dismiss petition for discretionary review 
dismissed as moot 19 December 2002. 
LAMBERTH v. McDANIEL 

No. 133P02 

Case below: 148 N.C. App. 406 


Petition by plaintiffs for writ of certiorari to review the de- 
cision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 19 December 
2002. 


LIPE v. STARR DAVIS CO. 
No. 152P01 


Case below: 142 N.C. App. 213 
354 N.C. 363 


Petition by defendants for rehearing under Rules 2 and 31 of the 
Rules of Appellate Procedure of defendants’ petition for discre- 
tionary review dismissed 19 December 2002. Petition by defendants 
for writ of certiorari to review the decision of the North Carolina 
Court of Appeals dismissed 19 December 2002. Justice Edmunds 
recused. 


MARSHALL v. WILLIAMS 
No. 552P02 


Case below: 153 N.C. App. 128 


Motion by defendants to dismiss appeal by plaintiffs for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 19 December 2002. 
Petition by plaintiffs for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 19 December 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


OWENBY v. YOUNG 

No. 286PA02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 412 

Motion by plaintiff to dismiss defendant’s appeal denied 19 
December 2002. 
PRICE v. BECK 

No. 624P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 763 

Petition by plaintiffs pro se (James E. Price, Sr., Olander 
Bynum and Kerry McPherson) for discretionary review pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 
RUFFIN v. COMPASS GRP. USA 

No. 348A02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 480 

Conditional motion by defendant to dismiss appeal allowed 3 
December 2002. 
SHARPE v. WORLAND 

No. 21P02 

Case below: 147 N.C. App. 782 


Petition by defendant (Wesley Long Community Hospital, Inc.) 
for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 19 December 
2002. Petition by defendant (Wesley Long Community Hospital, Inc.) 
for writ of supersedeas dismissed as moot and temporary stay dis- 
solved 19 December 2002. 


SIMPSON v. McCONNELL 
No. 396PA02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 713 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to GS. 
7A-31 allowed 19 December 2002 for limited purpose of remand to 
Court of Appeals for reconsideration in light of Shaw v. Mintz. 
Petition by defendant (Nationwide Mutual Insurance Company) for 
discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. AGER 
No. 528A02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 577 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 19 December 2002. 
Petition defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addition to those presented 
as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the Court of Appeals denied 
19 December 2002. 


STATE v. ALLAH 
No. 590P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 524 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. BECTON 
No. 6238P02 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 520 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 19 December 
2002. 


STATE v. BUCKNER 
No. 444A93-3 and 4 
Case below: Gaston County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant pro se for rehearing on defendant’s writ of 
certiorari for discretionary review of trial court’s decision on defend- 
ant’s motion for appropriate relief dismissed 19 December 2002. 
Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the order 
of the Superior Court, Gaston County, (Filed as Appeal of State 
Application for Writ of Habeas Corpus Pursuant to Chapter 17) dis- 
missed 19 December 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. BULLOCK 
No. 445P02-2 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 234 


Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay allowed 18 
December 2002. 


STATE v. CALLOWAY 
No. 576P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 524 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. CARTER 
No. 319A93-3 and 4 


Case below: Durham County Superior Court 
Richmond County Superior Court 


Motion by Attorney General to vacate the stay of execution 
allowed 6 December 2002. Petition by Attorney General for writ of 
certiorari to review the order of the Superior Court, Durham County 
denied 6 December 2002. Petition by Attorney General for writ of pro- 
hibition allowed 6 December 2002. Petition by defendant for writ of 
supersedeas denied 9 December 2002. Petition by defendant for writ 
of certiorari to review the order of the Superior Court, Rockingham 
County, denied 9 December 2002. Motion by defendant for stay of 
execution denied 9 December 2002. 


STATE v. CHAPPELL 
No. 9P01-3 
Case below: 124 N.C. App. 671 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 19 December 
2002. Justice Martin recused. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. CHESSON 
No. 268P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 439 


Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 19 December 2002. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. CRUZ 
No. 582P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 524 


Notice of appeal by defendant pro se pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (sub- 
stantial constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 19 
December 2002. Petition by defendant pro se for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. CUMMINGS 
No. 4A95-4 


Case below: Brunswick County Superior Court 

Motion by defendant to stay decision on petition for writ of cer- 
tiorari denied 19 December 2002. Petition by defendant for writ of 
certiorari to review the order of the Superior Court, Brunswick 
County denied 19 December 2002. 
STATE v. DAVENPORT 

No. 276A02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 439 

Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 19 December 2002. 
STATE v. DEXTER 

No. 890A02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 430 


Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas dismissed as 
moot and temporary stay dissolved 19 December 2002. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 619 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. DUNN 

No. 606P02 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 1 

Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay allowed 9 
December 2002. 
STATE v. FISHER 

No. 574P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 973 

Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 19 December 
2002. 
STATE v. FORBES 

No. 596P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 524 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 19 December 
2002. 

STATE v. GARNER 

No. 64P02 

Case below: 148 N.C. App. 216 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 

STATE v. GOMEZ 
No. 626P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 324 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals dismissed ex mero 
motu 19 December 2002. Petition by defendant pro se for writ of cer- 
tiorari to review the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals 
denied 19 December 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. HARDY 
No. 121P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 233 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. HOBSON 
No. 38385P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 715 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 19 December 2002. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. JOHNSON 
No. 570P02 
Case below: 148 N.C. App. 405 


Petition by defendant pro se for writ of certiorari to review 
the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 19 
December 2002. 


STATE v. MAHAN 
No. 342P02 


Case below: 150 N.C. App. 717 


Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas dismissed 
19 December 2002. Petition by Attorney General for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. McCRAE 
No. 447P02 


Case below: 151 N.C. App. 601 
356 N.C. 310 
Motion by defendant pro se for reconsideration of the dismissal 


of his appeal and the denial of his petition for discretionary review 
dismissed 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. PETERSON 
No. 328A97-2 and 3 
Case below: Richmond County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order of 
the Superior Court, Richmond County, denied 19 December 2002. 
Motion by Attorney General to lift order granting defendant’s motion 
to hold petition for writ of certiorari in abeyance dismissed as moot 
19 December 2002. Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to 
review the order of the Superior Court, Richmond County, denied 19 
December 2002. 


STATE v. POWELL 
No. 190A93-4 
Case below: Cleveland County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order 
of the Superior Court, Cleveland County, denied 19 December 
2002. 


STATE v. RAINEY 
No. 637P02 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 282 


Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay denied 19 
December 2002. Petition by Attorney General for discre- 
tionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 
Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas denied 19 
December 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. REED 
No. 587P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 462 


Petition by defendant pro se for discretionary review pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. Motion by the Attorney General 
to dismiss the appeal for lack of substantial constitutional question 
allowed 19 December 2002. Motion by defendant pro se to dismiss 
charges dismissed 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. REID 
No. 391P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 379 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 19 December 2002. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. ROBINSON 
No. 602P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 813 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. SEXTON 
No. 595PA02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 641 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 allowed 19 December 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. SMITH 
No. 5384P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 514 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 19 December 2002. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. SMITH 
No. 565P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 325 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G:S. 
7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. SMITH 
No. 593P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 8138 


Petition by Attorney General for discretionary review pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. Petition by Attorney General for 
writ of supersedeas dismissed as moot and temporary stay dissolved 
19 December 2002. 


STATE v. STROUD 
No. 46P02 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 549 


Petition by defendant (Bonnie Stroud) for writ of certiorari to 
review the decision of North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 19 
December 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. THOMAS 
No. 568P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 326 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack 
of substantial constitutional question allowed 19 December 2002. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 19 December 2002. 


STATE v. WILSON 
No. 605A02 


Case below: 154 N.C. App. 127 
Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay allowed 6 December 
2002. 


STATE v. WOOLRIDGE 
No. 41PA02 
Case below: 147 N.C. App. 685 


Motion by Attorney General to deny petition for discre- 
tionary review denied 19 December 2002. Petition by defendant 
for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 allowed 19 
December 2002. 


VANHOY v. DUNCAN CONTRS., INC. 
No. 564P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 320 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 


WILLEY v. WILLIAMSON PRODUCE 
No. 159A02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 74 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 19 December 2002. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


WILLIAMS v. INTERNATIONAL PAPER CO. 
No. 523P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 720 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 25 November 2002. 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT 


N.C. STATE BAR v. TALFORD 
[356 N.C. 626 (2003)] 


THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR v. ROBERT M. TALFORD, ATTORNEY 


No. 24PA02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


Attorneys— discipline—appellate review 

Appellate courts are not precluded from vacating or mod- 
ifying a State Bar Disciplinary Hearing Commission sanction. A 
sanction will not be disturbed when it is the product of justi- 
fied means, but the Supreme Court is obligated to modify or 
remand any judgment or discipline shown to be improperly 
imposed. 


. Administrative Law— whole record test—necessary steps 


Under the whole record test, the steps necessary to decid- 
ing whether the lower body’s decision has a rational basis in the 
evidence are whether there is adequate evidence to support the 
findings, whether the findings support the conclusions, and 
whether the findings and conclusions adequately support the 
ultimate decision. The test must be applied separately to ajudi- 
catory phases and dispositional phases. 


Administrative Law— appellate review—remedies 


The Supreme Court has a broad array of remedies from 
which to chose in the wake of its whole record assessment of a 
lower body’s decision. 


Attorneys— discipline—escalating remedies—findings— 
suspension or disbarment—requirements 


The statutory scheme for disciplining attorneys shows an 
intent to punish attorneys in an escalating fashion, with each 
level requiring particular circumstances for imposition, and the 
Disciplinary Hearing Commission must make written findings 
which satisfy the mandates of the whole record test and which 
are consistent with the statutory scheme. Suspension and dis- 
barment require clear showings of how the attorney’s actions 
resulted in actual or potential significant harm and of why sus- 
pension and disbarment are the only sanctions that can ade- 
quately protect the public from future transgressions by the 
attorney in question. N.C.G.S. § 84-28. 
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N.C. STATE BAR v. TALFORD 
[356 N.C. 626 (2003)) 


5. Attorneys— discipline—appellate review—whole record 
test—properly applied 

The Court of Appeals properly applied the whole record test 

in considering the Disciplinary Hearing Commission’s conclusion 

that an attorney had committed misconduct where the Court of 

Appeals answered in the affirmative all of the questions inherent 
in the whole record test. 


6. Attorney— disbarment—insufficient basis 


There was an inadequate rational basis in the evidence to 
support the Disciplinary Hearing Commission’s decision to disbar 
an attorney for trust account practices and for failing to acknow]l- 
edge wrongdoing where all clients received the funds to which 
they were entitled and neither clients nor creditors had com- 
plained. None of the DHC’s discipline-related findings even 
address, much less explain, why disbarment is an appropriate 
sanction under the circumstances, and, on these facts, the para- 
meters of N.C.G.S. § 84-28(c)(S)-(5) precluded imposition of any 
sanction that requires a showing of risk of significant potential 
harm to clients. 


Justice Brapy did not participate in the consideration or 
decision of this case. 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 147 N.C. App. 581, 556 S.E.2d 
344 (2001), affirming in part and reversing and remanding in part an 
order entered by the Disciplinary Hearing Commission of the North 
Carolina State Bar on 14 March 2000. Heard in the Supreme Court 10 
September 2002. 


Carolin Bakewell for plaintiff-appellant. 
Irving Joyner for defendant-appellee. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Thomas R. Miller, Special 
Deputy Attorney General, on behalf of the North Carolina Real 
Estate Commission; and the North Carolina Real Estate 
Commission, by Blackwell M. Brogden, Jr.. Chief Deputy Legal 
Counsel, and Pamela V. Millward, amicus curiae. 
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ORR, Justice. 


This appeal arises out of a unanimous Court of Appeals decision 
that reversed a State Bar Disciplinary Hearing Commission (DHC) 
disbarment judgment against defendant, Robert M. Talford, a 
licensed attorney in North Carolina. The issues in the case, as sub- 
mitted by the DHC, can be summarized as follows: (1) whether the 
Court of Appeals overstepped its designated appellate authority by 
reversing the DHC’s decision to disbar defendant from practice, and 
(2) whether the Court of Appeals erred by deciding that the DHC’s 
findings of fact failed to support its ultimate conclusion that defend- 
ant’s misconduct warranted disbarment. For the reasons discussed 
below, we hold that the Court of Appeals acted within its scope of 
authority on both accounts. As a result, the Court of Appeals decision 
is affirmed. 


Defendant was licensed by the North Carolina State Bar in 1976 
and practiced law for twenty years in the Charlotte area, concentrat- 
ing on civil litigation. He ran all facets of his practice himself, and 
kept no permanent employees. Defendant had maintained a trust 
account on behalf of his chents since 1978. In 1998, an audit of the 
account by the State Bar uncovered discrepancies in defendant’s 
bookkeeping methods and practices. The results of the audit 
prompted the State Bar to file a misconduct complaint against 
defendant. On 25 February 2000, the DHC held a hearing to determine 
if defendant’s alleged misconduct warranted disciplinary action. 


At the hearing, a State Bar investigator testified in relation to 
defendant’s bookkeeping practices for twelve clients. His testimony 
established that defendant had failed to keep a financial ledger and 
had not reconciled his trust account on a quarterly basis. Under the 
State Bar’s rules governing attorney conduct, maintaining a writ- 
ten account of income and expenses and timely trust account recon- 
ciliations are among the duties required of all legal practitioners in 
the state. See Rev. R. Prof. Conduct N.C. St. B. 1.15-2, 2003 Ann. R. 
N.C. 642. 


For his part, defendant admitted that he had not met his account 
reconciliation requirements and acknowledged that he failed to keep 
a written ledger of his income and expenses. However, he claimed 
that such actions were unnecessary, as he had maintained throughout 
the period a “visual reconciliation” of the client funds in question. 
Defendant also insisted that, without exception, all clients at issue 
had been paid what was due them. We note that neither side pre- 
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sented any evidence contradicting defendant’s testimony about 
money disbursements to his clients. Nothing in the record indicates 
that any client or creditor had complained to the State Bar about 
defendant, or that any clients had failed to receive funds to which 
they were entitled. 


In its order of 14 March 2000, the DHC made numerous and 
extensive findings of fact regarding defendant’s representation of the 
twelve clients. The findings were similar for each client, and included 
circumstantial references indicating that defendant on several occa- 
sions: (1) had failed to deposit settlement checks, (2) had written 
checks for fees in excess of an amount that could be justified by writ- 
ten record, and (3) had written checks attributable to expenses for a 
case before depositing a settlement check in the case. The findings 
also showed that defendant could not identify the source of at least 
part of his trust account aggregate (approximately $37,000 in 1994) 
and that he had been dilatory in paying some of his clients’ medical 
providers. : 


As a consequence of its findings, the DHC initially concluded 
that defendant: (1) had been grossly negligent in the management of 
his trust account, and (2) had benefitted from his own gross negli- 
gence. The DHC next concluded that the aggravating factors of 
defendant’s actions (his pattern of misconduct, his refusal to 
acknowledge the wrongfulness of his accounting practices, etc.) out- 
weighed the sole mitigating factor (no previous disciplinary record) 
and ordered him disbarred. 


Upon defendant’s appeal, made pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 84-28 (h), 
the Court of Appeals reversed the portion of the DHC order that 
pertained to defendant’s disbarment. This Court subsequently 
allowed the DHC’s petition seeking review of the Court of Appeals’ 
decision. 


I. 


(1] The DHC first contends that the Court of Appeals erred when it 
reviewed and vacated the portion of the DHC order that imposed 
the sanction of disbarment on defendant. In the DHC’s view, the 
holdings of N.C. State Bar v. DuMont, 304 N.C. 627, 286 S.E.2d 89 
(1982) (DuMont ID), and its progeny have firmly established an 
unyielding principle that appellate courts have no authority to mod- 
ify or change penalties ordered by the State Bar’s disciplinary com- 
mission. We disagree. 
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The State Bar’s power to oversee and police the actions of its 
membership stems from a legislative grant of authority as expressed 
in chapter 84, article 4 of our state’s General Statutes. Within the con- 
fines of article 4, the General Assembly established specific rules out- 
lining the scope of the State Bar’s authority to discipline members of 
its ranks. See N.C.G.S. § 84-28 (2001). In addition to delineating the 
types of attorney misconduct that may warrant disciplinary action, 
see N.C.G.S. § 84-28(b) (subsection (b)), and the extent of sanctions 
that may be imposed, see N.C.G.S. § 84-28(c) (subsection (c)), the 
statute specifically provides an offending attorney “an appeal of right 
from any final order imposing [punishment],” N.C.G.S. § 84-28(h) 
(subsection (h)). Thus, defendant in the instant case, who was 
adjudged by the DHC to have committed misconduct under subsec- 
tion(b), and who was sanctioned by the DHC with disbarment under 
subsection(c), is definitively among those attorneys guaranteed an 
appeal under subsection (h). 


However, the DHC does not necessarily dispute defendant’s right 
to appeal the disbarment order. Instead, it takes issue with the Court 
of Appeals’ conclusion that “the imposition of disbarment was, on the 
facts of this case, an abuse of discretion.” N.C. State Bar v. Talford, 
147 N.C. App. 581, 595-96, 556 S.E.2d 344, 354 (2001). The DHC sup- 
ports its position by contending that this Court’s decision in DuMont 
IT precludes an appellate court from either vacating or modifying a 
DHC-imposed sanction. In our view, the DHC not only misinterprets 
DuMont IT, it ignores the plain language of the appeals provision of 
the disciplinary statute at issue. See N.C.G.S. § 84-28(h) (expressly 
providing an appeal of right from any order imposing sanctions). 
Moreover, the DHC’s contention—that its sanctioning judgments are 
beyond reproach—seems to defy the well-established principles of 
appellate review. After all, if a sanctioned attorney cannot seek judi- 
cial review of the penalty imposed upon him, what would substitute 
as the aim of his appeal? The suggestion that this Court may some- 
how be positioned to recognize legal errors without benefit of 
recourse to correct them is, put plainly, an aberrant proposition that 
is unsupported by case law. 


Ostensibly, the DHC premises its view on this Court’s holding in 
DuMont H, a case involving Harry DuMont, an Asheville attorney 
who was sanctioned by the DHC for procuring the false testimony of 
a witness. In DuMont IT, this Court reviewed a Court of Appeals deci- 
sion as to whether an appellate court had the authority to change or 
modify a DHC-imposed sanction on an attorney. DuMont H, 304 N.C. 
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at 632, 286 S.E.2d at 92, modifying and aff’g, 52 N.C. App. 1, 277 
S.E.2d 827 (1981) (DuMont ID. In DuMont I, when considering argu- 
ments aimed at vacating a DHC-imposed sanction in favor of another, 
the Court of Appeals held that it could “not find authority for this 
Court to modify or change the discipline ordered by the [DHC].” 
DuMont I, 52 N.C. App. at 25-26, 277 S.E.2d at 841-42. Upon subse- 
quent review, this Court concluded: “We agree with the reasoning of 
the Court of Appeals and adopt its discussion of this issue... as our 
own.” DuMont IT, 304 N.C. at 632, 286 S.E.2d at 92. 


Although the building blocks of the DHC’s argument may seem- 
ingly indicate that this Court has adopted an uncompromising view 
recognizing the sanctity of DHC-imposed sanctions, a careful reading 
of the two cases reveals a far more limited perspective. In the sen- 
tence immediately preceding the one quoted from DuMont IJ, this 
Court, in DuMont IT, made a subtle but significant addition to the 
holding of the lower court, rephrasing it to read as follows: “G.S. 
84-28(h) does not give a reviewing court the authority to modify or 
change the discipline properly imposed by the Commission.” DuMont 
IT, 304 N:C. at 632, 286 S.E.2d at 92 (emphasis added) (recasting con- 
clusion of the Court of Appeals to include the modifier “properly”). 
Thus, when a sanction imposed is the end product of a justified 
means—which, in cases of disciplinary actions against attorneys, is a 
means that comports with due process mandates and statutory guide- 
lines that expressly include a right of appeal, see generally id.; 
DuMont I, 52 N.C. App. 1, 277 S.E.2d 827; N.C.G.S. § 84-28—this 
Court has stated that it will not disturb the result. DuMont IJ, 304 
N.C. at 632, 286 S.E.2d at 92. However, as illustrated above, this Court 
has not held, and in fact cannot so hold, that it will defer to judgments 
of administrative bodies that are shown on appeal of right to be 
premised on grounds that do not comply with the aforementioned 
statutory requirements. In other words, as this Court is free to review 
all such judgments as needed, it is equally obligated to modify or 
remand any judgment (or discipline) shown to be improperly 
imposed. As a consequence, we reject the DHC’s general contention 
that its sanctions are beyond the purview of the state’s appellate 
courts, and we disavow any cases that might be construed in a fash- 
ion that suggests otherwise. See, e.g., N.C. State Bar v. Whitted, 82 
N.C. App. 531, 347 S.E.2d 60 (1986), aff'd per curiam, 319 N.C. 398, 
364 $.E.2d 501 (1987); N.C. State Bar v. Wilson, 74 N.C. App. 777, 330 
S.E.2d 280 (1985). 
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II. 
A. 


[2] We next turn to DHC’s other contentions, which focus on the type 
and scope of review conducted by the Court of Appeals. Although the 
DHC breaks down its arguments into individual segments, our dis- 
cussion will address DHC’s multiple concerns under the umbrella of 
a single issue: whether the Court of Appeals exceeded the bounds of 
proper review when it held that the DHC’s ultimate conclusion of law 
(sanctioning defendant with disbarment) was not adequately sup- 
ported by its findings of facts and preliminary conclusions of law. 
While we ultimately agree with the Court of Appeals’ holding on this 
issue, we do so for other reasons, which are detailed below. As a 
result, we affirm the decision of the Court of Appeals as modified. 


The same statute that authorizes the DHC to investigate and sanc- 
tion attorney misconduct also guarantees punished defendants a 
right of appeal. N.C.G.S. § 28-24(b), (c), (h). Such appeals are con- 
ducted under the “whole record test,” DuMont I, 304 N.C. at 643, 286 
S.E.2d at 98-99 (establishing standard), which requires the reviewing 
court to determine if the DHC’s findings of fact are supported by 
substantial evidence in view of the whole record, and whether such 
findings of fact support its conclusions of law, 7d. Such supporting 
evidence is substantial if a reasonable person might accept it as ade- 
quate backing for a conclusion. Jd. The whole-record test also man- 
dates that the reviewing court must take into account any contradic- 
tory evidence or evidence from which conflicting inferences may be 
drawn. Id. Moreover, in order to satisfy the evidentiary requirements 
of the whole-record test in an attorney disciplinary action, the evi- 
dence used by the DHC to support its findings and conclusions must 
rise to the standard of “clear[, cogent,] and convincing.” In re 
Suspension of Palmer, 296 N.C. 638, 648, 252 S.E.2d 784, 790 (1979).} 
Ultimately, the reviewing court must apply all the aforementioned 
factors in order to determine whether the decision of the lower body, 
e.g., the DHC, “has a rational basis in the evidence.”* In re Rogers, 


1. The holding in Palmer established the evidentiary standard as “clear and 
convincing.” In the following year, the State Bar modified its rules to comport with 
the holding, implementing the “clear, cogent, and convincing” evidentiary standard 
for its disciplinary proceedings. That same standard remains in effect today. 27 NCAC 
1B .0114(u) (June 2002). 


2. The whole-record test is similarly applied when a reviewing court examines 
whether the decision of a lower body is arbitrary and capricious. See, e.g., CG&T Corp. 
uv. Board of Adjust. of City of Wilmington, 105 N.C. App. 32, 40, 411 S.E.2d 655, 660 
(1992). 
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297 N.C. 48, 65, 253 S.E.2d 912, 922 (1979); see also General Motors 
Corp. v. Kinlaw, 78 N.C. App. 521, 523, 338 S.E.2d 114, 117 (1985). 


In deciding whether a lower body’s decision has a rational] basis 
in the evidence, this Court has approached the question in a variety 
of ways over the years. In some cases, the Court has considered 
whether the underlying factual circumstances of a case constituted 
enough evidence to support a lower body’s disciplinary action. For 
example, in Thompson v. Wake Cty. Bd. of Educ., 292 N.C. 406, 233 
S.E.2d 538 (1977), a case involving a teacher who was dismissed from 
his position for neglect of duty, this Court’s review transcended the 
school board’s expressed findings of fact to consider whether the 
underlying evidence offered at a hearing provided ample justifica- 
tion for the board’s ultimate decision to terminate the teacher. In 
sum, the Court concluded that the testimony and other evidence 
presented at the hearing provided inadequate support for the board’s 
order of termination. 


A second group of cases reveals a more attenuated approach to 
the whole-record test, conducted under the guise of assessing 
whether the underlying evidence supports a finding of fact embodied 
within a lower body’s order. For example, in In re Moore, 301 N.C. 
634, 272 S.E.2d 826 (1981), a case involving a bar applicant who was 
denied a law license for failing to demonstrate sound moral charac- 
ter, this Court reviewed the record in an attempt to determine if there 
was adequate evidence to support the Board of Law Examiners’ 
expressed finding that the applicant had committed acts that called 
his moral character into question. The Court ultimately concluded 
that the board’s findings of fact were not adequately supported by the 
underlying evidence, and remanded the case for reconsideration. 


In a third group of cases utilizing the whole-record test, this 
Court has reviewed the record in an effort to determine whether a 
lower body’s findings of fact are adequate to support its conclusions 
of law. For example, in State ex rel. Comm’r of Ins. v. N.C. Fire Ins. 
Rating Bureau, 292 N.C. 70, 231 $.E.2d 882 (1977), a case involving 
an insurance rate revision proposal, the Court concluded that the 
expressed findings of fact within the commissioner’s order failed to 
support the commissioner’s subsequent conclusions of law. As a 
result, the Court invalidated the commissioner’s order. 


In yet another group of cases reviewed in light of the whole 
record test, this Court combined elements of some or all of the 
three aforementioned approaches. For example, in Rogers, 297 N.C. 
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at 65-68, 253 $.E.2d at 922-24, a case involving another Bar appli- 
cant who was denied a law license on grounds of unfitness, this Court 
first determined that there was insufficient evidence supporting the 
Board of Law Examiners’ expressed finding that the applicant com- 
mitted the acts in question. The Court then concluded that the 
board’s expressed findings of fact failed to support its ultimate con- 
clusion of law: that the applicant was unfit to practice law in the 
state. Id. at 68, 253 S.E.2d at 924. This Court also utilized a similar 
approach—Do an order’s findings of fact adequately support its con- 
clusions of law?—as part of its analysis of N.C. Fire Ins. Rating 
Bureau, 292 N.C. at 81-84, 231 S.E.2d at 889-91. 


From this group of cases reviewed under the whole-record test, 
we can glean that the following steps are necessary as a means to 
decide if a lower body’s decision has a “rational basis in the evi- 
dence”: (1) Is there adequate evidence to support the order’s 
expressed finding(s) of fact? (2) Do the order’s expressed finding(s) 
of fact adequately support the order’s subsequent conclusion(s) of 
law? and (3) Do the expressed findings and/or conclusions ade- 
quately support the lower body’s ultimate decision? We note, too, that 
in cases such as the one at issue, e.g., those involving an “adjudica- 
tory phase” (Did the defendant commit the offense or misconduct?), 
and a “dispositional phase” (What is the appropriate sanction for 
committing the offense or misconduct?), the whole-record test must 
be applied separately to each of the two phases. 


[38] As for the scope of our review, past cases demonstrate that this 
Court has a broad array of remedy options from which to choose in 
the wake of our assessment of a lower body’s decision, its conclu- 
sions of law, its findings of fact, and any underlying evidence sup- 
porting those findings. For example, in Moore, this Court held that 
there was inadequate evidence supporting the Board of Law 
Examiners’ expressed findings of fact. As a consequence, the Court 
remanded the case to the lower body, for further considerations. 301 
N.C. at 647, 272 S.E.2d at 834. Significantly, the Court’s holding did 
not limit the board’s discretionary power to reimpose its original 
sanction. Thus, if, upon reconsideration, the board presented ample 
evidence to support its findings of fact and conclusions of law, and 
those findings and conclusions adequately supported its decision to 
reimpose the original sanction, the board would be free to do so. 
However, this Court has also expressly limited the sanction options 
available to a lower body upon its remand of a case for reconsidera- 
tion. For example, in Rogers, the Court initially concluded that the 
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underlying evidence did not support the expressed findings of fact 
included in the Board of Law Examiners’ order. Then, upon further 
assessment of the underlying evidence, the Court determined that the 
factual circumstances could not serve as adequate support for either 
the board’s conclusions of law or its ultimate decision. As a conse- 
quence, the Court remanded the case to the board for further consid- 
erations not inconsistent with the Court’s opirion. 297 N.C. at 65-68, 
253 S.E.2d at 922-24. Thus, while the board was free to reconsider its 
position upon remand, it was precluded, as a matter of law, from 
reimposing its original judgment, which, when reviewed by this Court 
under the whole-record test, had been deemed definitively as a deci- 
sion that lacked a rational basis in the evidence. 


B, 


[4] The question now before this Court is whether the disbarment 
sanction imposed by the DHC against defendant can survive appel- 
late scrutiny under the whole-record test. We begin our analysis of 
the issue by noting the following pertinent facts: (1) defendant was 
investigated by the DHC for allegedly mismanaging his client trust 
accounts; (2) the DHC, after conducting a hearing, found that the evi- 
dence presented showed that defendant had indeed mismanaged 
those accounts by “fail[ing] to maintain proper trust records,” 
“fail[ing] to preserve funds in a fiduciary capacity,” failing to make 
timely deposits and dispersals of client funds, and “commingl{ing] 
client and personal funds”; and (3) there was no evidence presented 
that demonstrated or even intimated that any client or creditor of 
defendant had suffered economic losses as a consequence of defend- 
ant’s recalcitrant bookkeeping practices. From these facts, the DHC 
concluded that defendant’s “acts and omissions ... were grossly neg- 
ligent and committed in reckless disregard of his obligations under 
the [Rules of Professional Conduct],” a wrongdoing that qualifies as 
grounds for discipline under N.C.G.S. § 84-28(b)(2). The DHC then 
concluded—under the guise of its “Findings of Fact Regarding 
Discipline’—that the aggravating factors surrounding defendant’s 
actions (his pattern of misconduct, his refusal to acknowledge his 
wrongdoing, and his apparent indifference to make any restitution) 
outweighed any mitigating factors in evidence (namely, defendant’s 
clean disciplinary record). As a result, ostensibly by virtue of the 
powers granted the commission under N.C.G.S. § 84-28(c), the DHC 
ordered defendant disbarred. 


The statutory scheme for disciplining attorneys is set out in 
N.C.G.S. § 84-28. Subsection (b) begins by defining the three types of 
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“acts or omissions by a member of the North Carolina State 
Bar... [that] constitute misconduct and shall be grounds for disci- 
pline.” N.C.G.S. § 84-28(b) (emphasis added). Thus, the DHC’s 
initial task is to determine whether an attorney’s acts (or omissions) 
qualify as misconduct as defined by the statute. Such acts so qualify 
if they meet the criteria of one or more of three specific provisions 
set forth in the subsection—(b)(1) (conviction of, or a tender and 
acceptance of a plea of guilty or no contest to, a criminal offense 
showing professional unfitness), (b)(2) (a violation of the Rules of 
Professional Conduct in effect at the time of the act), and/or (b)(3) 
(knowing misrepresentation of any facts or circumstances surround- 
ing any complaint, allegation, or charge of misconduct; failure to 
answer any formal inquiry or complaint issued by or in the name of 
the North Carolina State Bar in any disciplinary matter; or contempt 
of any council or committee of the North Carolina State Bar).3 
N.C.G.S. § 84-28(b). 


Upon initially concluding that a person covered by the statute has 
committed misconduct (the adjudicatory phase), the DHC then must 
turn to subsection (c) in order to determine the appropriate sanction 
(the dispositional phase). Subsection (c) delineates a five-tiered 
descending scale of punishments, and includes a description of the 
attending circumstances attached to each one. Taken in reverse order 
of severity, we set forth the pertinent parameters of all five sanctions 
that may be imposed under the statute: 


Subsection (c)(5), “Admonition,” is the least serious punishment 
and results in “a written form of discipline imposed in cases in which 
an attorney has committed a minor violation of the Rules of 
Professional Conduct.” Thus, the parameter of conduct that merits 
this discipline is a “minor violation of the Rules.” 


Subsection (c)(4), “Reprimand,” is the next level of punishment, 
and it constitutes “a written form of discipline more serious than an 
admonition” and is “issued in cases in which an attorney has violated 
one or more provisions of the Rules of Professional Conduct, but the 
protection of the public does not require a censure.” The subsection 
also describes generally the type of conduct reserved for reprimands. 
In such cases, the “attorney’s conduct has caused harm or potential 


3. The DHC concluded that defendant had violated the provisions of subsection 
(b)(2). Subsection (b) defines such a violation as “misconduct,” and subsection (c) 
provides that any such misconduct “shall be grounds for” one of the five sanctions 
listed in the statute. N.C.G.S. § 84-28 (b), (c). 
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harm to a client, the administration of justice, the profession, or 
members of the public.” Thus, in order to impose this sanction, the 
DHC must find harm or potential harm to the entities specified by 
virtue of the offending attormey’s violation of the rules. 


Subsection (c)(3), “Censure,” is a “written form of discipline 
more serious than a reprimand” and is “issued in cases in which an 
attorney has violated one or more provisions of the Rules of 
Professional Conduct and has caused significant harm or potential 
significant harm to a client, the administration of justice, the profes- 
sion or members of the public, but the protection of the public does 
not require suspension of the attorney’s license.” This sanction is dis- 
tinguished from a reprimand by virtue of a required showing that the 
misconduct either caused or threatened significant harm to the 
specified entities. 


Subsection (c)(2), “Suspension [of an attorney’s license],” is 
also a form of punishment imposed for misconduct that either re- 
sults in or threatens significant harm to “a client, the administration 
of justice, the profession or members of the public.” See N.C.G:S. 
§ 84-28(c)(3) Cunder sanction of “censure,” the factor of a need to 
protect the public is extended to subsection (c)(2), “[s]uspension”). 
Thus, when imposed, findings must be made explaining how the mis- 
conduct caused significant harm or threatened significant harm, and 
why the suspension of the offending attorney's license is necessary in 
order to protect the public. 


Subsection (c)(1), “Disbarment,” is the ultimate sanction that is 
reserved for cases in which an attorney’s misconduct constitutes a 
threat so serious that the protection of the public demands that the 
offending attorney’s license and practice be taken away. 


Subsections (c)(2), “Suspension [of an attorney’s license],” and 
(c)(1), “Disbarment,” do not contain specific parameters under their 
respective headings. As a result, the DHC argues that those factors 
that are included in subsection (c) apply, if at all, only to the specific 
subsections in which they appear—namely, admonition, reprimand, 
and censure. In addition, because suspension and disbarment are 
without such expressed factors, the DHC contends that it is free to 
exercise its broad discretion to immpose such sanctions without the 
benefit of further explanation. We disagree. In our view, the statu- 
tory scheme set out in N.C.G.S. § 84-28 clearly evidences an intent to 
punish attorneys in an escalating fashion keyed to: (1) the harm or 
potential harm created by the attorney’s misconduct, and (2) a 
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demonstrable need to protect the public. Thus, we conclude that in 
order to merit the imposition of “suspension” or “disbarment,” there 
must be a clear showing of how the attorney’s actions resulted in 
significant harm or potential significant harm to the entities listed in 
the statute, and there must be a clear showing of why “suspension” 
and “disbarment” are the only sanction options that can adequately 
serve to protect the public from future transgressions by the attorney 
in question. 


In sum, then, it is clear to this Court that each level of punish- 
ment in the escalating statutory scheme: (1) requires its own particu- 
lar set of factual circumstances in order to be imposed, and (2) is 
measured in light of how it will effectively provide protection for the 
public. Thus, upon imposing a given sanction against an offending 
attorney, the DHC must provide support for its decision by including 
adequate and specific findings that address these two key statutory 
considerations. Certainly, there is a range of factual circumstances 
that the DHC may categorize as being within the parameters of any 
one level of punishment. However, the DHC’s discretionary powers to 
fit a set of facts within a punishment level are not unbridled. At a min- 
imum, the DHC must support its punishment choice with written 
findings that: (1) are consistent with the statutory scheme of N.C.G.S. 
§ 84-28; and (2) satisfy the mandates of the whole-record test, as out- 
lined in part II(A), supra. 


C. 


[5] In applying the whole-record test to the instant case, we note 
from the outset that neither party takes issue with the portion of the 
DHC order addressing the “adjudicatory phase” of the hearing. In its 
order, the DHC expressly concluded that defendant had violated the 
provisions of subsection (b)(2). Such a violation, under the 
expressed mandates of the subsection, “constitute[s] misconduct” 
and is, therefore, “grounds for discipline” as provided for in subsec- 
tion (c). In its review of the DHC’s order, the Court of Appeals held 
that there was a rational basis in the evidence supporting the DHC’s 
decision that defendant had violated the Rules of Professional 
Conduct by commingling his personal funds with those of his clients. 
The Court of Appeals reached its conclusion by answering in the 
affirmative all three questions inherent to the whole-record test: (1) 
Did the underlying evidence support the DHC’s findings of fact? (2) 
Did those findings of fact support the DHC’s preliminary conclusions 
of law? and (8) Did those findings and preliminary conclusions ade- 
quately support its ultimate conclusion/decision (that defendant had 
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indeed commingled his funds with those of his clients)? Thus, the 
Court of Appeals’ application of the whole-record test provided 
ample support for the DHC’s decision pertaining to the “adjudicatory 
phase” of the order—namely, that defendant had indeed committed 
misconduct by violating N.C.G.S. § 84-28(b)(2). 


[6] With the “adjudicatory phase” issue settled, we proceed to assess 
the “dispositional phase” of the DHC order. The question before us, 
then, is whether there was a rational basis in the evidence supporting 
the DHC’s decision to impose on defendant the sanction of disbar- 
ment. In order to answer this question, we again turn to the whole- 
record test to determine if: (1) the underlying evidence adequately 
supports the DHC’s findings of fact (concerning its choice of disci- 
pline), (2) the DHC’s findings of fact adequately support its prelimi- 
nary conclusions of law (concerning its choice of discipline), and (3) 
the DHC’s findings of fact and preliminary conclusions adequately 
support its decision (to disbar defendant). 


We begin our examination of the issue by noting that the DHC’s 
findings of fact concerning discipline are limited to six conclusory 
statements about the aggravating and mitigating factors surrounding 
defendant’s misconduct. None of its discipline-related findings of fact 
even address, much less explain, why disbarment is an appropriate 
sanction under the circumstances. See N.C.G.S. § 84-28(c); part II(B), 
supra, of this opinion (findings used to support an imposed sanction 
must include express references to the circumstantial factors 
attached to the imposed sanction, e.g., Did defendant’s misconduct 
result in harm or significant harm, or did defendant’s misconduct 
pose a threat of potential harm or potential significant harm, and 
does the protection of the public require the punishment as 
imposed?). Certainly, none of the DHC’s discipline-related findings 
and conclusions expressly identify a particular harm, resulting from 
defendant’s actions, that either impeded the administration of justice 
or was suffered by a client, the public, or the legal profession. The 
order also does not expressly address how defendant’s failure to 
maintain accurate financial records might result in potentially signif- 
icant harm to any of the four entities. Moreover, even if defendant’s 
deficient bookkeeping methods somehow pose a self-evident risk of 
harm to clients, the DHC order is bereft of any assessment as to the 
extent of such risk, which is a key factor in determining an appropri- 
ate sanction. See N.C.G.S. § 84-28(c); part II(B), supra, of this opin- 
ion (differentiating between the potential for harm and the potential 
for significant harm is a key factor in determining the appropriate 
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sanction). The mere potential for harm to a client is a statutory fac- 
tor that supports a reprimand, one of the lesser sanctions that may be 
imposed on an attorney by the DHC. However, in order to justify the 
imposition of a more severe sanction, such as censure, suspension, or 
disbarment, the attorney’s misconduct must show either significant 
harm or the potential for significant harm. The portion of the DHC 
order pertaining to discipline assuredly does not expressly link 
defendant’s conduct with such potential, and our review of both the 
underlying evidence and the DHC’s findings and conclusions fails to 
find support for an inference of such potential. For while we may rec- 
ognize that an attorney’s pattern of commingling account funds nec- 
essarily creates the potential for harm to his clients, our review of a 
specific transgression must also encompass its context, duration, and 
result. In the instant case, defendant’s pattern of commingling 
account funds from 1994 to 1998 was revealed during an audit 
ordered by the State Bar. Evidence presented at the subsequent dis- 
ciplinary hearing established that defendant had merged his personal 
funds with client funds throughout the period. The evidence also 
showed that defendant had made several withdrawals from the 
merged account that were in excess of those funds to which he was 
entitled. Thus, to that point, defendant’s pattern of commingling 
accounts certainly ran the risk of harming clients since his unautho- 
rized use of client funds, even as an interim book-balancing measure, 
could well have resulted in the eventual loss of such funds. However, 
no evidence presented at the hearing showed that any client had 
indeed suffered such a loss. Defendant testified that all clients had 
received what was due them, and that no client or creditor testified 
to the contrary. In addition, no other evidence was proffered that 
would indicate that any of the dozen clients at issue had suffered 
financial setback as a result of defendant’s accounting practices. 
Therefore, within the confines of defendant’s circumstances, we can 
find no grounds—from among either the underlying evidence or the 
DHC’s discipline-related findings of fact—that would support a con- 
clusion that his misconduct resulted in either: (1) potential harm to 
clients beyond that attributable to any commingling of attorney and 
client funds, or (2) significant potential harm to clients. 


Keeping in mind that the primary purpose of sanctioning offend- 
ing attorneys is to protect the public, see N.C.G.S. § 84-28(c), we next 
examine whether defendant’s disbarment serves as an appropriate 
means to achieve such an end. In other words, did defendant’s 
actions—essentially, the commingling of personal and client funds 
for an extended period of time—mandate the ultimate sanction in 
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order to protect the public from the threats created by such on- 
going commingling? Id. 


While recognizing that the evidence establishes that defendant’s 
bookkeeping practices carry a risk of potential harm, this Court’s 
examination of the underlying evidence, conducted under the whole- 
record test, fails to find support for findings and conclusions that 
could serve as adequate justification for his disbarment. N.C.G.S. 
§ 84-28(c) includes a five-tiered scheme of sanctions that escalate in 
severity depending on the attending circumstances. In the instant 
case, the underlying evidence would appear to support a conclusion 
that defendant’s misconduct included the statutory circumstance of 
creating potential harm, which is an expressed factor attached to a 
reprimand, see N.C.G.S. § 84-28(c)(4), one of the lesser sanctions that 
may be imposed by the DHC. However, in order to impose a more 
severe sanction under the statute—-censure, suspension, or disbar- 
ment—an attorney’s misconduct must include attending circum- 
stances that demonstrate: (1) a risk of significant potential harm, 
and (2) that the chosen sanction is necessary in order to protect the 
public. See N.C.G.S. § 84-28(c)(3)-(6). This Court has already deter- 
mined that the attending circumstances of defendant’s misconduct 
fail to evidence a risk of significant potential harm to clients. Thus, 
in our view, the expressed parameters of the statute preclude the 
DHC on the facts of this case from imposing on defendant any sanc- 
tion that requires such a showing. As a result, this Court further con- 
cludes that: (1) the DHC exceeded its statutory authority by disbar- 
ring defendant for misdeeds that the evidence did not show carried 
with it a threat of significant potential harm to clients, and (2) the 
DHC’s discipline-related findings of fact and conclusions of law fail to 
even address, much less demonstrate, why the sanction of disbar- 
ment is required in order to provide protection of the public. 


We note that the Court of Appeals, in its initial review of this 
case, undertook an exhaustive review of the various sanctions 
imposed on offending attorneys in the past. Talford, 147 N.C. App. at 
590-96, 556 S.E.2d at 351-54. The Court of Appeals noted that there 
were no cases resulting in the disbarment of an attorney for miscon- 
duct analogous to defendant’s.4 Our own review of prior cases involv- 


4. Although the Court of Appeals referred to its examination of cases as part of 
its “proportionality” review, this Court expressly disapproves of any reference in the 
lower court’s opinion that may suggest a “proportionality review” is included in an 
appellate court’s examination of attorney disciplinary actions. Such actions are 
reviewed under the whole-record test, as described within the body of this opinion. 
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ing attorney disciplinary actions produced similar results, leading us 
to concur with the lower court’s conclusion that the disbarment 
judgment imposed on defendant stands “as an aberration,” id. at 595, 
556 S.E.2d at 354, which must be reconsidered in light of the contex- 
tual analysis provided herein. 


Thus, in sum, we hold as a matter of law that the three-part query 
of the whole-record test reveals that there is an inadequate “rational 
basis in the evidence” to support the DHC’s decision to disbar defend- 
ant. Rogers, 297 N.C. at 65, 253 S.E.2d at 922. Because the DHC’s 
order fails to provide either pertinent findings of fact or conclusions 
of law that address the statutory factors affecting its choice of disci- 
pline, its sanction-related findings and conclusions cannot serve as 
adequate support for its decision to disbar defendant. In addition, our 
independent review of the record fails to yield underlying evidence 
that would adequately support pertinent findings and/or conclusions 
that, in turn, could then serve as ample justification for a decision to 
disbar defendant under the circumstances. As a result, we affirm the 
holding of the Court of Appeals, and order that the Court of Appeals 
remand the case to the DHC for purposes of imposing a judgment that 
comports with the General Statutes of North Carolina as discussed in 
this opinion. 


AFFIRMED AS MODIFIED. 


Justice BRADY did not participate in the consideration or 
decision of this case. 


IN THE MATTER OF APPEAL OF: THE GREENS OF PINE GLEN LTD. PARTNERSHIP 
FROM THE DECISION OF THE DURHAM COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 
AND REVIEW REGARDING THE VALUATION OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY 
FOR TAX YEAR 1997 


No. 681PA01 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


1. Taxation— ad valorem—valuation—low-income housing— 
section 42 developments 

The whole record test revealed that the Court of Appeals 

erred in an action to review the ad valorem tax valuation of a tax- 

payer’s 26 U.S.C. § 42 low-income housing property by requiring 
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the income method of valuation or a combination of methods 
which account for the market effect of section 42 rent restric- 
tions, because the taxpayer failed to show by competent, ma- 
terial, and substantial evidence that the assessed value of the 
pertinent property using the cost approach method exceeded its 
fair market value when: (1) taxpayers cannot adjust the value of 
their property by engaging in contractual agreements that reduce 
the income potential of their property below the fair market 
value; (2) unlike a governmental restriction such as zoning, sec- 
tion 42 restrictions do not diminish the property’s value but 
instead balance tax credits allowed to the developer against rent 
restrictions imposed on the developer; (3) section 42 restrictions 
are freely entered contractual covenants and not governmental 
regulations; and (4) developers who choose to participate in the 
section 42 program voluntarily trade away revenue potential in 
order to finance the property’s construction. 


2. Taxation— ad valorem—square footage value 

A case reviewing the ad valorem tax valuation of a taxpayer's 
26 U.S.C. § 42 low-income housing property is remanded to the 
Court of Appeals for further remand to the North Carolina 
Property Tax Commission for the limited purpose of substitu- 
ting in its final decision the correct square footage value for 
the pertinent property, and this action does not violate N.C.G.S. 
§ 105-345.1 because the correct valuation was known before the 
hearing but was not considered at the hearing. 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 147 N.C. App. 221, 555 S.E.2d 
612 (2001), reversing the final decision of the North Carolina 
Property Tax Commission entered 19 June 2000. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 9 September 2002. 


S.C. Kitchen, Durham County Attorney, by Curtis Massey, 
Assistant County Attorney, for appellant Durham County. 


Parker, Poe, Adams & Bernstein L.L.P., by Charles C. Meeker 
and William H. McCullough, for taxpayer-appellee The Greens 
of Pine Glen. 


North Carolina Association of County Commissioners, by 
James B. Blackburn, III, General Counsel, amicus curiae. 
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Moore & Van Allen PLLC, by Susan Ellinger, Charles H. Mercer, 
Jr., and Marc C. Tucker, on behalf of the North Carolina Low 
Income Housing Coalition, amicus curiae. 


EDMUNDS, Justice. 


Respondent The Greens of Pine Glen, Limited Partnership (tax- 
payer), instituted this action against petitioner Durham County to 
review petitioner’s ad valorem tax valuation of taxpayer’s property, 
The Greens of Pine Glen, which is located in Durham, North Carolina. 
The North Carolina Property Tax Commission, sitting as the State 
Board of Equalization and Review, confirmed the valuation assigned 
by Durham County, but the Court of Appeals reversed and remanded 
the matter to the Commission for further proceedings. We hold that 
the Commission properly confirmed Durham County’s appraisal of 
The Greens of Pine Glen. Accordingly, we reverse the Court of 
Appeals. In addition, we remand to the Court of Appeals for further 
remand to the North Carolina Property Tax Commission for the lim- 
ited purpose of substituting in its final decision the correct square 
footage value for The Greens of Pine Glen. 


The Greens of Pine Glen is a 168-unit apartment complex con- 
structed in southwest Durham in 1996 pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 42. This 
statute, which is part of the Internal Revenue Code and is commonly 
referred to as “section 42,” provides substantial federal income tax 
credits as an incentive for developers to construct and operate hous- 
ing for low-income families and individuals. 26 U.S.C. § 42 (2000). A 
potential tenant is eligible to rent a section 42 unit only if that tenant's 
income does not exceed sixty percent of the area’s median income. 
Id. In exchange for the tax credits, developers agree to limit rents for 
a section 42 unit to no more than thirty percent of the sixty percent 
median income level. Jd. In addition to the federal tax credit, North 
Carolina also provides state income tax credits to reward participa- 
tion in the section 42 program (the program). N.C.G.S. § 105-129.16B 
(2001). Thus, section 42 tax credits fill the gap between the cost of 
developing the property and the reduced rents received from tenants, 
making section 42 construction projects attractive to developers. 


Public agencies within each state administer the program and 
allocate the available federal and state tax credits. The North 
Carolina Housing Finance Agency, which is the responsible agency in 
this state, awards tax credits on the basis of several criteria, includ- 
ing the number of units built with rent restrictions and the overall 
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cost of construction. Taxpayer presented evidence that, in practice, 
section 42 developments are sufficiently desirable that interested 
developers compete for them. In fact, taxpayer’s. witness testified 
before the Commission that the number of applicants typically equals 
five times the available resources. Moreover, the high demand for 
such housing often results in a low vacancy rate. As a result, devel- 
opers desiring the credits frequently agree to terms that exceed the 
minimum requirements of the program. In the case at bar, in order to 
maximize the credits available to it, taxpayer chose to construct one 
hundred percent of The Greens of Pine Glen as a section 42 program. 
In addition, taxpayer offered to extend the period of the restrictions 
beyond the mandatory fifteen years up to a total of thirty years. The 
rents taxpayer charges for its apartments are twenty-five to thirty 
percent below market rents for apartments of similar size, construc- 
tion, and location, but are the maximum allowed for continued par- 
ticipation in the program. 


Taxpayer's witness testified that developers of section 42 proper- 
ties who receive an allocation from the North Carolina Housing 
Finance Agency almost always form a limited partnership with one or 
more limited or investor partners. The developer/general part- 
ner allocates the tax credits to the limited partners, which are 
typically Fortune 500 companies. Taxpayer’s witness explained 
that the limited partners’ interests lie solely in the tax credits for 
subsequent resale. In other words, the limited partners purchase a 
financial product. 


The Greens of Pine Glen was developed through the creation of 
such a limited partnership. W.O. Brisben Companies, a for-profit com- 
pany in the affordable housing field, became a one percent general 
partner with a ninety-nine percent limited partner, SunAmerica 
Housing Fund 213, a subsidiary of AIG Insurance. The partnership 
agreement allocated the tax credits allowed under section 42 to each 
partner commensurate with its ownership interest. The federal 
income tax credits allocated to the project were $822,006 per year for 
ten years, and the limited partner paid approximately $4,700,000 for 
its share of these credits. These funds were used to develop The 
Greens of Pine Glen, whose construction cost $10,800,000. 


After construction was completed, Durham County in April 1997 
sent taxpayer a tax appraisal that valued the property at $5,941,692. 
Durham County arrived at this value by using the income approach 
method of appraisal, which took into account the market impact of 
section 42 use and rent restrictions on the property. However, at that 
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time, Durham County used the cost approach method of appraisal 
to value restricted-rent properties and newly developed properties 
that did not have a rental history. The cost approach method of 
appraisal considers market rents and does not take into account 
rent restrictions. Consequently, owners of other restricted-rent prop- 
erties suggested to Durham County tax officials that an error had 
been made when the income method was used to value The Greens 
of Pine Glen. 


On 9 May 1997, Durham County delivered to taxpayer a revised 
appraisal of $7,488,350, based on the cost approach. Durham County 
later discovered that it had erred in calculating the property’s square 
footage in its May 1997 appraisal and accordingly sent a corrected 
third appraisal to taxpayer in 1998, decreasing the appraised value to 
$7,250,050 for tax year 1998. 


Taxpayer appealed Durham County’s May 1997 appraisal to the 
Durham County Board of Equalization and Review, which affirmed 
the $7,488,350 value. Taxpayer then appealed to the Commission, 
which conducted a hearing on 13 and 14 April 2000. On 19 June 2000, 
in a split decision, the Commission confirmed Durham County’s May 
1997 appraisal. 7 


Taxpayer appealed the Commission’s decision to the North 
Carolina Court of Appeals. On 20 November 2001, the Court of 
Appeals issued a unanimous opinion reversing the Commission. 
After determining that Durham County overvalued The Greens of 
Pine Glen by using market rents to determine its value under the cost 
approach, In re Appeal of Greens of Pine Glen Ltd. Part., 147 N.C. 
App. 221, 555 S.E.2d 612 (2001), the Court of Appeals held that The 
Greens of Pine Glen must be valued “using the income method or a 
combination of methods which account for the market effect of the 
section 42 [rent] restrictions,” id. at 229-30, 555 S.E.2d at 618. 
Accordingly, the Court of Appeals remanded the matter for receipt of 
additional evidence on the property’s value. Jd. at 230, 555 S.E.2d at 
618. On 6 March 2002, this Court allowed Durham County’s petition 
for discretionary review. 


[1] Petitioner Durham County contends that the Court of Appeals 
erred when it reversed and remanded the Commission’s decision. 
Durham County argues that the Commission properly concluded that 
taxpayer failed to meet its burden to rebut the presumption that the 
county’s appraisal was correct. We review decisions of the 
Commission pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 105-345.2. N.C.G.S. § 105-345.2 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 647 


IN RE APPEAL OF THE GREENS OF PINE GLEN LTD. P’SHIP 
[356 N.C. 642 (2003)] 


(2001). Questions of law receive de novo review, while issues such as 
sufficiency of the evidence to support the Commission’s decision are 
reviewed under the whole-record test. N.C.G.S. § 105-345.2(b). Under 
ade novo review, the court considers the matter anew and freely sub- 
stitutes its own judgment for that of the Commission. Mann Media, 
Inc. v. Randolph Cty. Planning Bd., 356 N.C. 1, 13, 565 S.E.2d 9, 17 
(2002). Under the whole-record test, however, the reviewing court 
merely determines “‘whether an administrative decision has a 
rational basis in the evidence.” In re Appeal of McElwee, 304 N.C. 
68, 87, 283 S.E.2d 115, 127 (1981) (quoting In re Rogers, 297 N.C. 48, 
65, 253 8.E.2d 912, 922 (1979)). Because the controlling issue in this 
case is whether the Commission properly accepted Durham County’s 
method of valuing The Greens of Pine Glen rather than the method 
offered by taxpayer, we use the whole-record test to evaluate the 
conflicting evidence. 


Ad valorem tax assessments are presumed to be correct. Id. at 75, 
283 S.E.2d at 120. However, a taxpayer may rebut this presumption if 
it produces “competent, material and substantial” evidence establish- 
ing that: “(1) Either the county tax supervisor used an arbitrary 
method of valuation; or (2) the county tax supervisor used an illegal 
method of valuation; AND (3) the assessment substantially exceeded 
the true value in money of the property.” In re Appeal of AMP, Inc., 
287 N.C. 547, 563, 215 S.E.2d 752, 762 (1975). Thus, a taxpayer who is 
challenging an ad valorem tax assessment must satisfy a two-prong 
test by demonstrating that the means adopted by the tax supervisor 
was illegal or arbitrary and also that the valuation was unreasonably 
high. /d. If a taxpayer fails to present evidence sufficient to meet its 
burden as to either prong, the appeal fails. Jd. 


The Commission concluded Durham County adequately estab- 
lished that it appraised The Greens of Pine Glen in accordance with 
its duly adopted schedules of values, standards, and rules, and in a 
manner consistent with the county’s appraisal of comparable proper- 
ties. In addition, the Commission found that taxpayer failed to show 
by competent, material, and substantial evidence that the assessed 
value of The Greens of Pine Glen exceeded its fair market value. After 
reviewing the whole record and considering taxpayer’s contentions, 
we agree with the Commission. Therefore, we reverse the Court of 
Appeals. 


Durham County argues that taxpayer failed to satisfy its bur- 
den of establishing that the method of appraisal used was illegal or 
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arbitrary.1 The North Carolina General Assembly requires that all 
property, real and personal, be assessed for taxation at its true 
value or use value as determined under section 105-283. N.C.G.S. 
§ 105-284(a) (2001). The words “true value” are interpreted as mean- 
ing market value, “that is, the price estimated in terms of money at 
which the property would change hands between a willing and finan- 
cially able buyer and a willing seller.” N.C.G.S. § 105-283 (2001). In 
determining the “true value” of real property, an appraiser must con- 
sider, among other things, its “replacement cost; cost; adaptability for 
residence, commercial, industrial, or other uses; past income; proba- 
ble future income; and any other factors that may affect its value.” 
N.C.G.S. § 105-317(a)(2) (2001). However, the general statutes 
nowhere mandate that any particular method of valuation be used 
at all times and in all places. In light of the innumerable possible 
situations that may arise, authorities that have the obligation of 
assigning a value to land sensibly are given discretion to apply 
the method that most accurately captures the “true value” of the 
property in question. 


Section 105-317 has been interpreted as authorizing three meth- 
ods of valuing real property: the cost approach, the comparable sales 
approach, and the income approach. In re Appeal of Owens, 144 N.C. 
App. 349, 353, 547 S.E.2d 827, 829, appeal dismissed and disc. rev. 
denied, 354 N.C. 361, 556 S.E.2d 575 (2001); In re Appeal of Stroh 
Brewery Co., 116 N.C. App. 178, 186, 447 S.E.2d 803, 807 (1994) (cit- 
ing Patrick K. Hetrick, Larry A. Outlaw & James A. Webster, Jr., North 
Carolina Real Estate for Brokers and Salesmen, ch. 16, at 604 (3d ed. 
1986)); City of Statesville v. Cloaninger, 106 N.C. App. 10, 16, 415 
S.E.2d 111, 115, appeal dismissed and disc. rev. denied, 331 N.C. 
553, 418 8.E.2d 664 (1992). Although the income approach is gener- 
ally considered the most reliable method for determining the market 
value of investment property, the cost approach is better suited for 
valuing specialty property or newly developed property and is often 
used when no other method will yield a realistic result. In re Appeal 
of Belk-Broome Co., 119 N.C. App. 470, 474, 458 S.E.2d 921, 924 
(1995), aff'd per curiam, 342 N.C. 890, 467 S.E.2d 242 (1996). The 


1. Although the parties correctly note that the taxpayer may rebut the presump- 
tion of correctness of an assessment by showing that the method of valuation is either 
illegal or arbitrary, the Court of Appeals’ opinion and taxpayer’s brief to this Court 
focus almost entirely on the purported illegality of the method used here. In light of 
unrebutted evidence that Durham County used the cost approach to value other simi- 
lar property, we believe that there is no suggestion that the method employed in the 
case at bar was arbitrary. 
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statute contemplates that the assessors and the Commission will con- 
sider which factors apply to each specific piece of property in 
appraising its true value. See In re Ad Valorem Valuation of Prop. at 
411-417 W. Fourth St., 282 N.C. 71, 81, 191 8.E.2d 692, 698 (1972). 


Although both the income and the cost approaches are legal 
methods of valuation, the Court of Appeals held that the use of the 
cost approach was illegal under the circumstances of this case 
because that method does not consider income restrictions re- 
quired by taxpayer’s participation in the section 42 program. In re 
Appeal of Greens of Pine Glen Lid. Part., 147 N.C. App. at 229-30, 555 
S.E.2d at 617-18. Accordingly, the Court of Appeals mandated that an 
appraiser of section 42 property must use the income approach or a 
combination of methods, including the income approach, that 
account for section 42 rent restrictions. Jd. We begin by address- 
ing this requirement. 


This Court has consistently held that where the income approach 
is used, the valuation must be based on market rents, not contractu- 
ally restricted rents. In re Appeals of Southern Ry. Co., 313 N.C. 177, 
190, 328 S.E.2d 235, 244 (1985); In ve Ad Valorem Valuation of Prop. 
at 411-417 W. Fourth St., 282 N.C. at 79-80, 191 S.E.2d at 698; Im re 
Ad Valorem Valuation of Prop. of Pine Raleigh Corp., 258 N.C. 398, 
403, 128 S.E.2d 855, 859 (1963). In Property of Pine Raleigh, this 
Court considered the effect on tax valuation of a long-term lease that 
fixed the rental income the taxpayer could receive. The taxpayer 
argued that he had improvidently entered a lease under which 
the tenant payed a low rent, and as a result, the taxpayer was not 
receiving full value for his property. In re Ad Valorem Valuation of 
Prop. of Pine Raleigh Corp., 258 N.C. at 400-01, 128 S.E.2d at 856-57. 
We held that when valuing real property in accordance with N.C.G.S. 
§ 105-295 (now N.C.G.S. § 105-317), “the income referred to is not 
necessarily actual income. The language is sufficient to include the 
income which could be obtained by the proper and efficient use of 
the property.” Jd. at 4038, 128 S.E.2d at 859. Accordingly, we held 
that taxpayers cannot adjust the value of their property by en- 
gaging in contractual agreements that reduce the income potential 
of their property below the fair market value. Id. at 404-05, 128 S.E.2d 
at 859-60. 


We acknowledge that where two properties are taxed the same, 
the owner of the property that yields less income bears a proportion- 
ately higher tax burden than the owner of the property that produces 
a greater income. However, any such inequality is attributable to the 
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differences in the nature, use, and other characteristics of the prop- 
erties, not to the taxing statute. Jd. at 404, 128 S.E.2d at 860; see also 
In re Ad Valorem Valuation of Prop. at 411-417 W. Fourth St., 282 
N.C. at 78-80, 191 S.E.2d at 697-98 (holding that where contract rents 
produced a higher-than-market value, the appraiser could properly 
consider both the actual rental income and the market rental 
income). Therefore, this Court has held that “[i]f it appears that the 
income actually received is less than the fair earning capacity of the 
property, the earning capacity should be substituted as a factor rather 
than the actual earnings. The fact-finding board can properly con- 
sider both.” In re Ad Valorem Valuation of Prop. of Pine Raleigh 
Corp., 258 N.C. at 403, 128 S.E.2d at 859. 


Like the long-term lease in Property of Pine Raleigh, which 
locked the property owner into a less-than-optimal rent, taxpayer’s 
contractual agreement to section 42 rent restrictions meant The 
Greens of Pine Glen no longer earned the market rate in rents. 
Taxpayer voluntarily entered into such an agreement because of the 
substantial tax credits it received in return. Taxpayer could have built 
these apartments for rental on the open market, but it chose to be in 
the business of affordable housing in order to take advantage of the 
various federal and state incentives. Its participation in the section 42 
program created another way to finance taxpayer’s building project 
because the sale of the tax credits generated funds that taxpayer used 
to construct The Greens of Pine Glen. Therefore, taxpayer’s partici- 
pation in section 42 housing represented a business and economic 
decision, not unlike the long-term lease in Property of Pine Raleigh. 


Moreover, even if Durham County valued The Greens of Pine 
Glen under the income approach as mandated by the Court of 
Appeals’ holding, the “income” considered would not necessarily be 
actual income. Under Property of Pine Raleigh, if taxpayer received 
less than the fair earning capacity of The Greens of Pine Glen in 
rents, the fair earning capacity could control over or be considered 
along with the actual earnings. Therefore, even under the income 
approach of appraisal, Durham County and the Commission were not 
required as a matter of law to consider section 42 restrictions. 
Accordingly, taxpayer’s contention that Durham County’s method of 
appraisal was not legal because it did not consider the section 42 
restrictions is insufficient to rebut the presumption that the appraisal 
was properly administered. 


Taxpayer’s arguments to the contrary are not persuasive. The 
Court of Appeals agreed with taxpayer’s contention that section 42 
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restrictions are more analogous to governmental regulation than 
to freely entered contractual covenants. Taxpayer argued that the 
rent restrictions at bar resembled zoning provisions, which are rou- 
tinely considered in appraising real property. However, this Court 
rejected such an equivalency when we held that “(a] zoning 
ordinance is not a contract between the municipality and its 
citizens .... It is subject to amendment or repeal at the will of 
the governing agency which created it.” McKinney v. City of High 
Point, 239 N.C. 282, 237, 79 S.E.2d 730, 734 (1954). By contrast, when 
a state or governmental body becomes a party to a business 
contract, its rights and responsibilities are, with few exceptions, the 
same as those of individuals. Smith v. State, 289 N.C. 3038, 310, 222 
S.E.2d 412, 417 (1976). Therefore, governmental restrictions imposed 
as part of a state’s police power are distinguishable from contractual 
agreements freely entered into between parties participating in 
arm’s-length negotiations. 


As detailed above, ample evidence was presented to establish 
that section 42 restrictions fall into the latter category. Unlike a gov- 
ernmental restriction such as zoning, section 42 restrictions do not 
diminish the property’s value, but instead balance tax credits allowed 
to the developer against rent restrictions imposed on the developer. 
Because section 42 restrictions are freely entered contractual 
covenants, not governmental regulations, the Commission did not err 
in concluding that taxpayer may not artificially alter the value of its 
property below fair market value. 


Although the Court of Appeals relied on In re Appeal of Belk- 
Broome Co., 119 N.C. App. 470, 458 S.E.2d 921, for the proposition 
that the section 42 program represents a new and distinct market 
requiring the consideration of its contractual restrictions, In re 
Appeal of Greens of Pine Glen Ltd. Part., 147 N.C. App. at 226-29, 555 
S.E.2d at 616-18, we believe that Belk-Broome is distinguishable. In 
Belk-Broome, the taxpayer, a Belk department store that served as an 
anchor store for a mall, successfully challenged a final decision of the 
Commission that upheld the county’s ad valorem tax appraisal of the 
Belk property using the cost approach method of valuation. The 
Commission concluded that the county correctly appraised the prop- 
erty based upon the “entire bundle of rights” without regard as to 
whether Belk had chosen to bargain some of those rights away. In re 
Appeal of Belk-Broome Co., 119 N.C. App. at 476-77, 458 S.E.2d at 
925. The Court of Appeals reversed and held that Belk “unquestion- 
ably carried its burden” of showing that the county’s valuation was 
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improper and that the income approach should be the primary 
method for determining the value of anchor stores. Jd. at 475, 480, 
458 S.E.2d at 924, 927. 


Under the Commission’s interpretation, Belk, as an anchor store, 
both enhanced the square-foot value of other stores, and then was 
itself taxed at the enhanced rate. Id. at 479, 458 S.E.2d at 926. The 
Court of Appeals recognized that this enhanced tax was improper. 
Unlike stand-alone facilities, anchor stores hold a unique position in 
mall retail operations. [d. at 475-76, 458 S.E.2d at 925. Anchor stores 
both attract smaller stores to the mall and allow mall managers to 
charge increased rents to those smaller stores. Because the success 
of a shopping mall is dependent on the presence of anchor stores and 
because the developer can charge the smaller stores increased rents, 
the anchors are afforded discounted rents. Under these facts, the 
Court of Appeals held that it was improper for the Commission to use 
the cost approach method of valuation to equalize property values 
between the anchor store and the other surrounding stores in the 
mall. [d. at 476, 480, 458 S.E.2d at 925, 927. 


Significant factual differences distinguish the case at bar from 
Belk-Broome. Unlike a mall anchor store, The Greens of Pine Glen 
does not attract or retain other taxable property, nor does its pres- 
ence confer any greater value on associated or adjacent properties. 
Section 42 rent restrictions do not apply to all apartment complexes, 
and section 42 restrictive covenants are not standard in the apart- 
ment industry. Those developers who choose to participate in the 
section 42 program voluntarily trade away revenue potential in order 
to finance the property’s construction. Accordingly, we conclude that 
the analysis in Belk-Broome is inapplicable here. 


Because taxpayer failed to meet the first prong of the test by 
establishing that the Commission used a valuation method that was 
illegal or arbitrary, we need not address the second prong, whether 
the appraisal exceeded the “true value in money” of the property. In 
addition, because we reverse the opinion of the Court of Appeals on 
the basis of the application of the facts to the statute, we need not 
reach Durham County’s contention that the Court of Appeals’ opinion 
represented an unconstitutional infringement by the judiciary on the 
powers of the General Assembly. State v. Creason, 313 N.C. 122, 127, 
326 S.E.2d 24, 27 (1985). 


[2] Our review of the record reveals that although the property was 
reappraised in 1998 to correct an error in the May 1997 appraisal 
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caused by a miscalculation of the square footage of the property, 
the Commission considered only the uncorrected value in its 2000 
Order. Durham County argues that this Court does not have au- 
thority to remand this case to the Commission for reconsideration 
based on the correct square footage. See N.C.G.S. § 105-345.1. 
However, our reading of that statute satisfies us that it addresses 
only evidence that becomes known after the hearing before the 
Commission. Here, the evidence (in the form of the corrected valua- 
tion) was known before the hearing but was not considered at the 
hearing. Thus, the Commission considered the incorrect square 
footage value in its decision. 


Based upon the foregoing, we reverse the decision of the Court 
of Appeals. We also remand this matter to the Court of Appeals 
for further remand to the North Carolina Property Tax Commis- 
sion for the limited purpose of substituting in its final decision the 
correct square footage value for The Greens of Pine Glen. See 
N.C.G.S. § 105-345.2(b). 


REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


Justice BRADY did not participate in the consideration or deci- 
sion of this case. 
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ALFORD v. CATALYTICA PHARMS., INC. 
[356 N.C. 654 (2003)] 


BARRY E. ALFORD, W. SPUT ANDERSON, WILLIAM C. ANDERSON, C. TRACY 
BARNHILL, JR., DOUGLAS M. BLAKE, JAMES M. BOOTH, BOBBY J. BOYD, JR., 
J. ALAN BOYKIN, STEVE H. BOSWELL, RUBEN C. BUTLER, STEPHEN 
CANNON, R. BLAINE CARGILE, JR., ERNEST E. CARRAWAY, ERIC COOPER, 
TONY COUNCIL, KENNETH R. CREDLE, KELLY L. DARDEN, JR., WILLIAM R. 
DUPREE III, ADAM L. GARDNER, JR., DONALD M. GAY, CHRIS G. GEHRING, 
GORDON L. HAISLIP, KENDALL HARDEE, KEITH D. HARRIS, WILLIAM 
HUNTER, JR., JOHN JAMES, CHRIS JEFFERSON, MELVIN L. JENKINS, BILLY B. 
KING, WILLIAM D. KITTRELL, MITCHELL W. MANNING, JR., EDWARD MEYER, 
DAVID MIZELLE, MARK OSNOE, JONATHAN SCOTT PEELE, JAMES H. 
RASPBERRY, HARRY L. ROUSE, LEVON SHAW, MARGARET G, SHAW, JOHNNY 
R. SMITH, WILLIAM H.C. SMITH, PHILIP H. STALLS, JACKIE D. SUMMERLIN, 

JEANETTE T. TAFT, LEONARD A. THORN, JAMES W. TURNAGE, WAYNE P. 
TYNDALL, WILLIAM P. WARD, WILLIAM WEST, EDDIE WILLIAMS, anp 
EVANGELINE S. WILSON v. CATALYTICA PHARMACEUTICALS, INC., AND 
EASTERN OMNI CONSTRUCTORS PHARMACEUTICALS, INC. 


No. 319A02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


Employer and Employee— Woodson claim—statute of 
limitations 
A decision of the Court of Appeals that plaintiff’s Woodson 
claim was barred by the one-year statute of limitations for 
intentional torts set forth in N.C.G.S. § 1-54(8) is reversed for the 
reason stated in the dissenting opinion that such a claim is not 
governed by the statute of limitations in N.C.G.S. § 1-54(8) but is 
governed by the catch-all three-year statute of limitations in 
N.C.G.S. § 1-52(5). 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 150 N.C. App. 489, 564 S.E.2d 
267 (2002), affirming an order entered 22 February 2001 by Judge 
Howard E. Manning, Jr., in Superior Court, Wake County. Heard in 
the Supreme Court 4 December 2002. 


Laura S. Jenkins, PC, by Laura S. Jenkins, for plaintiff- 
appellants. 


Smith, Anderson, Blount, Dorsett, Mitchell & Jernigan, L.L.P, 
by Mark A. Ash and J. Mitchell Armbruster, for for defendant 
appellee Catalytica Pharmaceuticals, Inc. 
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GUILFORD FIN. SERVS., LLC v. CITY OF BREVARD 
[356 N.C. 655 (2003)] 
PER CURIAM. 


For the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion, the decision of 
the Court of Appeals is reversed and the case is remanded to the 
Court of Appeals for further remand to the Superior Court, Wake 
County, for proceedings not inconsistent with the dissenting opinion. 


REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


Justice BRADY did not participate in the consideration or 
decision of this case. 





GUILFORD FINANCIAL SERVICES, LLC, PETITIONER v. THE CITY OF BREVARD, 
A MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, RESPONDENT 


No. 295A02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


Zoning— subdivision plat—compliance with ordinance and 
regulations—entitlement to approval 


The decision of the Court of Appeals in this case is reversed 
for the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion that a subdivision 
plat for affordable housing complied with a city’s zoning ordi- 
nance and subdivision regulations, the city council’s denial of the 
subdivision application was unsupported by competent, material 
and substantial evidence, and the applicant was entitled to 
approval of its subdivision plat. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 150 N.C. App. 1, 563 S.E.2d 27 
(2002), vacating a judgment entered 2 November 2000 by Judge J. 
Marlene Hyatt in Superior Court, Transylvania County, and remand- 
ing the case with instructions. Heard in the Supreme Court 5 
February 2003. 


Smith Moore LLP. by James G. Exum, Jr, and Robert R. 
Marcus; and Van Winkle, Buck, Wall, Starnes and Davis, PA., 
by Craig D. Justus, for petitioner-appellant. 


Ramsey, Hill, Smart, Ramsey & Pratt, PA., by Michael K. Pratt, 
and James M. Kimzey, for respondent-appellee. 


656 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


DOBO v. ZONING BD. OF ADJUST. OF THE CITY OF WILMINGTON 
[356 N.C. 656 (2003) 


PER CURIAM. 


For the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion, we reverse 
the decision of the Court of Appeals. 


REVERSED. 
| 


G. WILLIAM DOBO anp wire, BARBARA B. DOBO, PETITIONERS v. ZONING BOARD OF 
ADJUSTMENT OF THE CITY OF WILMINGTON anp CITY OF WILMINGTON, 
RESPONDENTS 


No. 256A02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


Zoning— residential area—sawmill—accessory use 


The decision of the Court of Appeals in the case is reversed 
for the reason stated in the dissenting opinion that landowners’ 
use of a sawmill on residentially zoned property for nonindustrial 
and nonmanufacturing purposes did not violate a city zoning 
ordinance but was a permitted accessory use. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 149 N.C. App. 701, 562 S.E.2d 
108 (2002), affirming an order entered 5 October 2000 by Judge 
Stafford G. Bullock in Superior Court, New Hanover County. On 27 
June 2002, the Supreme Court granted discretionary review of addi- 
tional issues. Heard in the Supreme Court 4 February 2003. 


Kenneth A. Shanklin and Matthew A. Nichols for petitioner- 
appellants. 


Thomas C. Pollard, City Attorney, and Dolores M. Williams, 
Assistant City Attorney, for respondent-appellees. 


PER CURIAM. 


For the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion, the decision of 
the Court of Appeals is reversed and the case is remanded to the 
Court of Appeals for further remand to the Superior Court, New 
Hanover County, for proceedings not inconsistent with the dissenting 
opinion. 


REVERSED AND REMANDED; DISCRETIONARY REVIEW 
IMPROVIDENTLY ALLOWED. 
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ARP v. PARKDALE MILLS, INC. 
[356 N.C. 657 (2003)] 


RICHARD ARP, EMPLOYEE v. PARKDALE MILLS, INCORPORATED, EMPLoyer, 
CAMERON M. HARRIS & COMPANY, THIRD PARTY ADMINISTRATOR 


No. 311A02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


Workers’ Compensation— injury while leaving work—climbing 
gate—unreasonable incidental activity—not arising out of 
and in course of employment 

The decision of the Court of Appeals in this case is reversed 
for the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion that injuries 
received by plaintiff when he fell while attempting to climb over 
a seven and one-half foot high locked chain link and barbed wire 
gate leading to an employee parking lot did not arise out of and 
in the course of his employment because he engaged in an unrea- 
sonable incidental activity for egress from the employer's 
premises when the employer provided a safe and secured exit 
and the premises exception to the coming and going rule thus did 
not apply. 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 150 N.C. App. 266, 563 S.E.2d 
62 (2002), affirming an opinion and award entered by the North 
Carolina Industrial Commission on 7 March 2001. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 4 December 2002. 


Grandy & Martin, PA, by Charles William Grandy, for 
plaintiff-appellee. 


Alala Mullen Holland & Cooper, PA., by H. Randolph Sumner 
and Jesse V. Bone, Jr., for defendant-appellants. 


PER CURIAM. 


For the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion, the decision of 
the Court of Appeals is reversed and the case is remanded to the 
Court of Appeals for further remand to the North Carolina Industrial 
Commission for proceedings not inconsistent with the dissenting 
opinion. 


REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


Justice BRADY did not participate in the consideration or deci- 
sion of this case. 
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TUCKER v. MECKLENBURG CTY. ZONING BD. OF ADJUST. 
| [356 N.C. 658 (2003)] 


AMANDA DIXON TUCKER anp JIMMY L. HODGES anD BECKY J. HODGES, 
PETITIONERS v. THE MECKLENBURG COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF ADJUST- 
MENT, MARSHALL GUS THOMAS, JR. anp RHONDA GOLDEN-THOMAS, 
RESPONDENTS 


No. 68A02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 148 N.C. App. 52, 557 S.E.2d 
631 (2001), reversing an order and judgment entered 31 July 2000 by 
Judge Robert P. Johnston in Superior Court, Mecklenburg County. On 
27 June 2002, the Supreme Court granted discretionary review of 
additional issues. Heard in the Supreme Court 3 February 2003. 


Kennedy Covington Lobdell & Hickman, L.L.P., by John H. 
Carmichael, for petitioner-appellants. 


Ruff, Bond, Cobb, Wade & Bethune, L.L.P., by James O. Cobb, 
for respondent-appellee the Mecklenburg County Zoning Board 
of Adjustment. 


Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough, L.L.P., by Paul J. 
Osowski, for respondent-appellees Marshall Gus Thomas, Jr, 
and Rhonda Golden-Thomas. 


PER CURIAM. 


As to the issue on direct appeal based on the dissenting opinion, 
we affirm the majority decision of the Court of Appeals. We conclude 
that the petition for discretionary review as to additional issues was 
improvidently allowed. 


AFFIRMED IN PART, DISCRETIONARY REVIEW IMPROVI- 
DENTLY ALLOWED IN PART. 
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SLADE v. STADLER 
[356 N.C. 859 (2003)] 


PAULINE T. SLADE v. JAMES A. STADLER, INDIVIDUALLY, AND JAMES A. STADLER, 
D/B/A STADLER GREENHOUSES 


No. 363A02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 150 N.C. App. 677, 564 S.E.2d 
298 (2002), reversing a judgment entered 28 February 2001 by Judge 
Ronald L. Stephens in Superior Court, Alamance County. This case 
was determined on the briefs without oral argument pursuant to N.C. 
R. App. P. 30(f)(1). 


Hemric, Lambeth, Champion & Moseley, PA., by W. Phillip 
Moseley, for plaintiff-appellant. 


Teague, Rotenstreich & Stanaland, L.L.P, by Stephen G. 
Teague, for defendant-appellees. 


PER CURIAM. 
AFFIRMED. 


Justice BRADY did not participate in the consideration or 
decision of this case. 
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IN RE ROBERTS 
[356 N.C. 660 (2003))] 


IN THE MATTER OF: NICHOLAS R. ROBERTS and THE BUNCOMBE COUNTY 
BOARD OF EDUCATION 


No. 290PA02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 and 
on appeal of right of a constitutional question pursuant to N.C.G.S. 
§ 7A-30(1) to review a unanimous decision of the Court of 
Appeals, 150 N.C. App. 86, 563 S.E.2d 37 (2002), affirming an 
amended order entered 29 January 2001 by Judge C. Walter Allen 
in Superior Court, Buncombe County. Heard in the Supreme Court 
5 February 2003. 


Paul Louis Bidwell for petitioner-appellee. 


Root & Root, PL.L.C., by Allan P. Root, for respondent-appellant 
Buncombe County Board of Education. 


Tharrington Smith, L.L.P., by Ann Majestic and Carolyn A. 
Waller, on behalf of the North Carolina School Boards 
Association, amicus curiae. 


Jane R. Wettach and Brenda Berlin, on behalf of the Children’s 
Education Law Clinic, The American Civil Liberties Union 
Legal Foundation of North Carolina, Inc., The North Carolina 
Justice and Community Development Center, The North 
Carolina Child Advocacy Institute, Legal Aid of North 
Carolina, Inc., The Council for Children, The Children’s Law 
Center, Legal Services of the Southern Piedmont, The Child 
Advocacy Commission of Durham, North Carolina Central 
University School of Law Juvenile Law Clinic, The North 
Carolina Academy of Trial Lawyers, The North Carolina 
Association of Women Attorneys, amici curiae. 


PER CURIAM. 


DISCRETIONARY REVIEW IMPROVIDENTLY ALLOWED; 
APPEAL DISMISSED EX MERO MOTU. 
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BATDORFF v. N.C. STATE BD. OF ELECTIONS 
(356 N.C. 661 (2003)] 
GREGORY BRET BATDORFF v. NORTH CAROLINA STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS; 


CITIZENS FOR TRUTH IN ELECTIONS, A POLITICAL COMMITTEE; AND WAKE 
COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION 


No. 263PA02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a deci- 
sion of the Court of Appeals, 150 N.C. App. 108, 563 S.E.2d 43 (2002), 
affirming an order of dismissal entered 5 February 2001 by Judge 
James C. Spencer, Jr., in Superior Court, Wake County. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 3 February 2003. 


Stam, Fordham & Danchi, PA., by Paul Stam, for plaintzff- 
appellant. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Susan K. Nichols, Special 
Deputy Attorney General, for defendant-appellee North 
Carolina State Board of Electrons. 


Tharrington Smith, L.L.P., by Michael Crowell, for defendant- 
appellee Citizens for Truth in Elections. 


PER CURIAM. 


DISCRETIONARY REVIEW IMPROVIDENTLY ALLOWED. 
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IN RE B.A. 
[356 N.C. 662 (2003)] 


IN THE MATTER OF: B.A., JUVENILE 


No. 193PA02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a unani- 
mous, unpublished decision of the Court of Appeals, 149 N.C. App. 
667, 562 S.E.2d 607 (2002), reversing and vacating in part and affirm- 
ing in part an amended juvenile adjudication order entered 7 June 
2000 and a juvenile disposition order entered 3 October 2000, both 
orders entered by Judge John W. Smith in District Court, New 
Hanover County, and remanding for a new disposition hearing. Heard 
in the Supreme Court 3 February 2003. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Belinda A. Smith, Assistant 
Attorney General, for the State-appellant. 


Smith, Smith & Harjo, by Jennifer Harjo, for juvenile-appellee. 
PER CURIAM. 


DISCRETIONARY REVIEW IMPROVIDENTLY ALLOWED. 
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JEFFRIES v. MOORE 
[356 N.C. 663 (2003)] 


SHARN M. JEFFRIES v. TATJANA THOMAS MOORE anp 
CARL JONATHAN MOORE, JR. 


No. 147PA02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


On writ of certiorari pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-32(b) of a decision 
of the Court of Appeals, 148 N.C. App. 364, 559 S.E.2d 217 (2002), 
reversing an order signed 1 June 2000 by Judge Alonzo B. Coleman, 
Jr., in District Court, Orange County, and remanding for further pro- 
ceedings. Heard in the Supreme Court 4 February 2003. 


Loftin & Loftin, PA., by John D. Loftin, for plaintiff-appellee. 


Coleman, Gledhill & Hargrave, PC, by Leigh Peek, for 
defendant-appellants. 


PER CURIAM. 


WRIT OF CERTIORARI IMPROVIDENTLY ALLOWED. 


664 IN THE SUPREME COURT 
HARRIS v. THOMPSON CONTRS., INC. 
[356 N.C. 664 (2003)] 


WAYMAN HARRIS, EmMpLovEgE v. THOMPSON CONTRACTORS, INC., EMPLOYER, AND 
UNITED STATES FIDELITY AND GUARANTY INSURANCE COMPANY, CARRIER 


No. 122PA02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


On discretionary review pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-31 of a unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals, 148 N.C. App. 472, 558 S.E.2d 
894 (2002), affirming an opinion and award entered by the North 
Carolina Industrial Commission on 24 October 2000. Heard in the 
Supreme Court 3 February 2003. 


The Roberts Law Firm, PA., by Joseph B. Roberts, HI, and 
Scott W. Roberts, for plaintiff-appellee. 


Jones, Hewson & Woolard, by Lawrence J. Goldman, for 
defendant-appellants. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Robert T. Hargett, Special 
Deputy Attorney General, on behalf of the North Carolina 
Department of Correction, amicus curiae. 


N.C. Prisoner Legal Services, Inc., by Linda B. Weisel and 
Michael S. Hamden, amicus curiae. 


PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 
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STATE v. RAY 
[356 N.C. 635 (2003)] 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA. v. ANDRA VENCENTA RAY 


No. 165A02 
(Filed 28 February 2003) 


Appeal pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-30(2) from the decision of a 
divided panel of the Court of Appeals, 149 N.C. App. 137, 560 S.E.2d 
211 (2002), affirming in part and reversing in part judgments entered 
3 March 2000 by Judge Orlando F. Hudson, Jr., in Superior Court, 
Harnett County. Heard in the Supreme Court 4 February 2003. 


Roy Cooper, Attorney General, by Thomas G. Meacham, Jr, 
Assistant Attorney General, for the State. 


Staples Hughes, Appellate Defender, by Charlesena Elliott 
Walker, Assistant Appellate Defender, for defendant-appellant. 


PER CURIAM. 


AFFIRMED. 


666 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


STATE v. MATTHEWS 
(356 N.C. 666 (2003)] 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA ) 
) 

v. ) ORDER 
) 
PARISH LORENZO MATTHEWS ) 


No. 654A01 


Pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 15A-1418, defendant’s Motion for 
Appropriate Relief filed in this Court on 24 September 2001 is allowed 
for the limited purpose of entering the following order: 


Defendant's Motion for Appropriate Relief is hereby remanded to 
the Superior Court, Edgecombe County. 


It is further ordered, within ninety days from the entry of this 
order, that an evidentiary hearing be held on the aforesaid motion 
and that the resulting order containing the findings of fact and con- 
clusions of law of the trial court determining the motion be transmit- 
ted to this Court so that it may proceed with the appeal or enter an 
order terminating the appeal. Time periods for perfecting or pro- 
ceeding with the appeal are tolled pending receipt of the order of dis- 
position of the motion in the trial division. 


By order of the Court in Conference, this the 3rd day of January, 
2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


ALAIMO FAMILY CHIROPRATIC v. ALLSTATE INS. CO. 
No. 75P03 
Case below: 155 N.C. App. 194 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to GS. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


ATKINS v. KELLY SPRINGFIELD TIRE CO. 
No. 10PA03 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 512 


Motion by defendants for temporary stay allowed 14 January 
2003 pending determination of defendants’ petition for discretionary 
review. 


BOND v. STATE 
No. 148A95-5 
Case below: Bertie County Superior Court 


Application filed by petitioner for writ of habeas corpus denied 
14 February 2003. Application by petitioner for amended writ of 
habeas corpus denied 19 February 2003. Application by petitioner for 
writ of habeas corpus denied 4 March 2003. 


BRANCH v. HIGH ROCK REALTY, INC. 
No. 404P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 244 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 8 January 2003. 


BUCKEYE FIRE EQUIP. CO. v. GIBBY 
No. 591P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 523 


Petition by plaintiff for writ of certiorari to review the decision of 
the North Carolina court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


CAVES v. N.C. DEP’T OF CORR. 
No. 191P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 667 


Petition by petitioner for discretionary review pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Petition by respondent for 
discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 
2003. 


COFFMAN v. ROBERSON 
No. 612P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 618 


Petition by defendants (William Earl Roberson, M.D. and W. Earl 
Roberson, P.A.) for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 


COUNCIL v. SLACK 
No. 615P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 811 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


DAIMLERCHRYSLER CORP. v. KIRKHART 
No. 112P02 
Case below: 148 N.C. App. 572 


Motion by defendants to dismiss plaintiff’s petition for discre- 
tionary review denied 27 February 2003. Petition by plaintiff for 
writ of supersedeas denied 27 February 2003. Petition by plaintiff 
for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 
2003. Temporary stay dissolved 27 February 2003. Conditional peti- 
tion by defendants for discretionary review as to additional is- 
sues pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 27 February 2008. 
Motion by defendants’ counsel to withdraw dismissed as moot 27 
February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-3] 


DAVIS v. McMILLIAN 
No. 470P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 53 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


DEMPSEY v. JOHNNY’S MOBILE HOME SERV. OF ASHEVILLE, INC. 
No. 645P02 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 520 


Petition by defendant (Johnny’s Mobile Home Service of 
Asheville) for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 
February 2003. Justice Orr recused. 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSP. v. HILLIARD 
No. 257P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 972 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.5. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Petition by plaintiff for writ of cer- 
tiorari to review the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals 
denied 27 February 2003. 


DONOHO v. CITY OF ASHEVILLE 
No. 560P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 110 


Petition by defendant (Western North Carolina Regional Air 
Pollution Control Agency) for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 6 December 2002. Petition by defendant (City of 
Asheville) for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 6 
January 2003. Petition by defendant (City of Asheville) for writ of cer- 
tiorari to review the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals 
denied 6 January 2003. Motion by plaintiffs to dismiss petition for dis- 
cretionary review dismissed as moot 6 January 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


EASTERN OUTDOOR, INC. v. BOARD 
OF ADJUST. OF JOHNSTON CTY. 


No. 358A02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 516 


Notice of appeal by plaintiff pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (sub- 
stantial constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 27 February 
2003. 


EVANS v. EVANS 
No. 554P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 54 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G:S. 
7A-31 denied 5 February 2003. 


FISHER v. HOUSING AUTH. OF CITY OF KINSTON 
No. 94PA03 
Case below: 155 N.C. App. 189 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 


7A-31 allowed 27 February 2003. 


FRANCINE DELANY NEW SCHOOL FOR CHILDREN, INC. v. 
ASHEVILLE CITY BD. OF EDUC. 


No. 324P02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 338 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
FRAZIER v. MCDONALD’S 

No. 334P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 745 


Petition by plaintiff for writ of certiorari to review the decision of 
the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


GAYNOE v. FIRST UNION CORP. 
No. 620P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 750 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


HARTWELL v. MAHAN 
No. 611P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 788 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


HOMEQ v. WATKINS 
No. 39P03 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 731 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


HONEYCUTT v. HONEYCUTT 
No. 502P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 673 


Motion by defendant to dismiss plaintiff’s petition for writ of 
supersedeas, motion to amend notice of appeal and motion to by-pass 
allowed 6 February 2003. Motion by defendant to withdraw petition 
for discretionary review allowed 6 February 2003. Motion by plaintiff 
for temporary stay denied 6 February 2003. 


IN RE DECISION OF THE STATE BD. OF ELECTIONS 
No. 619P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 804 


Petition by petitioner (Barker) for discretionary review pursuant 
to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


IN RE LINEBERRY 
No. 138P03 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 246 


Petition by respondent (Lineberry) for writ of certiorari to review 
the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 
February 2003. Motion by Attorney General to dismiss appeal dis- 
missed as moot 27 February 2003. 


IN RE MILLS 
No. 488P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 1 


Petition by respondent (Richard N. Mills) for writ of certiorari 
to review the decision of the North Carolina court of Appeals denied 
27 February 2003. 


IN RE RHYNE 
No. 639P02 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 477 


Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas denied 
27 February 2003. Petition by Attorney General for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Temporary 
stay dissolved 27 February 2003. Conditional petition by respondent 
for discretionary review as to additional issues pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 dismissed as moot 27 February 2003. 


JORDAN v. CIVIL SERV. BD. FOR THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE 
No. 608P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 691 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


KEA v. N.C. DEP’T OF HUMAN RES. 
No. 603A02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 595 


Motion by respondent to dismiss appeal based upon a constitu- 
tional question allowed 27 February 2003. 


KROH v. KROH 
No. 512P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 347 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


LOCUST v. PITT CTY. MEM’L HOSP,, INC. 
No. 648A02 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 103 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addition to those 
presented as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the Court of 
Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 


LONG v. JOYNER 

No. 61P03 

Case below: 155 N.C. App. 129 

Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
MAROLF CONSTR., INC. v. ALLEN’S PAVING CO. 

No. 52P03 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 723 


Petition by petitioner for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 


674 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


McCRARY v. BYRD 
No. 131P02 
Case below: 148 N.C. App. 630 


Petition by unnamed defendant (Nationwide Mutual Insurance 
Company) for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 
February 2003. Petition by unnamed defendant (Nationwide Mutual 
Insurance Company) for writ of certiorari to review the decision of 
the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 
MORGANHERRING v. STATE 

No. 340A95-4 

Case below: Wake County Superior Court 


Application by petitioner for writ of habeas corpus denied 18 
February 20038. Application by petitioner for writ of habeas corpus 
denied 19 February 2003. Application by petitioner for second 
amended writ of habeas corpus denied 25 February 2003. 

MOSS v. TOWN OF KERNERSVILLE 

No. 407P02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 718 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 

MYERS v. MUTTON 
No. 84P03 
Case below: 155 N.C. App. 213 


Petition by plaintiff and petitioner (Faison & Gillespie) for writ 
of supersedeas and motion for temporary stay denied 11 February 
2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


N.C. STATE BAR v. GILBERT 

No. 434A02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 299 

Petition by defendant for writ of supersedeas allowed 27 
February 2003. Petition by defendant for discretionary review pur- 
suant to G.S. 7A-31 and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addition 
to those presented as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the Court 
of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 
NATIONWIDE MUT. INS. CO. v. HAIGHT 

No. 460P02 

Case below: 152 N.C. App. 137 

Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
NEUGENT v. NEUGENT 

No. 250P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 38 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Petition by defendants for writ of cer- 
tiorari to review the decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals 
denied 27 February 2003. 

NEUSE RIVER FOUND., INC. v. SMITHFIELD FOODS, INC. 

No. 67P03 

Case below: 155 N.C. App. 110 

Petition by plaintiffs for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 

NUNN v. ALLEN 
No. 42P03 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 523 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Motion by plaintiff to dismiss petition 
denied 27 February 2003. Motion by plaintiff to deny petition dis- 
missed as moot 27 February 2003. 


676 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 74-31 


OSMOND v. CAROLINA CONCRETE SPECIALTIES 

No. 427P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 541 

Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
PAGE v. MANDEL 

No. 641P02 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 94 

Petition by defendant (Community General Health Partners, Inc. 
d/b/a Community General Hospital) for discretionary review pur- 
suant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
PEVERALL v. COUNTY OF ALAMANCE 

No. 647P02 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 426 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
PHILLIPS v. WARREN 

No. 532P02 

Case below: 152 N.C. App. 619 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
PROVIDIAN NAT’L BANK v. BRYANT 

No. 78P03 

Case below: 155 N.C. App. 777 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


REICHHOLD CHEMGS., INC. v. GOEL 
No. 604P01 
Case below: 146 N.C. App. 137 


Motion by defendant to dismiss the appeal for lack of substantial 
constitutional question allowed 27 February 2003. Petition by plain- 
tiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 
February 2003. Conditional petition by defendant for discretionary 
review as to additional issues pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as 
moot 27 February 2003. 


ROYAL v. STATE 
No. 592P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 495 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 6 January 2003. Petition 
by plaintiffs for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 6 
January 2003. 


SEAGLE v. KENT-COFFEY MFG. CO. 
No. 90P03 
Case below: 155 N.C. App. 221 


Petition by defendants (Singer Sewing Machine Company, The 
Singer Company, SSMC, Inc. and National Union Fire Insurance 
Company) for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 
February 2003. Conditional petition by defendants (SSMC, Inc. and 
Constitution State Service Company) for discretionary review pur- 
suant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 27 February 2003. 


SEYMOUR v. LENOIR CTY. 
No. 516PA02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 464 


Petition by defendant (James Goff, Jr.) for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 allowed 27 February 2003. Petition by plaintiff 
for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 
2003. Motion by all parties for leave to file voluntary dismissal with 
prejudice as to non-appealing defendant Lenoir County allowed 4 
March 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


SHOCKLEY v. CAIRN STUDIOS, LTD. 

No. 331P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 961 

Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Conditional petition by plaintiff for 
discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 27 
February 2003. 
SIDDEN v. MAILMAN 

No. 364P02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 378 

Petition by plaintiff for writ of certiorari to review the decision of 
the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 
SMITH v. BARBOUR 

No. 7P03 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 402 

Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (sub- 
stantial constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 27 
February 2003. 
SMITH v. KEN NOWLIN TRUCKING 

No. 475P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 749 

Motion by defendants to dismiss petition for discretionary review 
allowed 27 February 2003. 
SMITH v. RICHMOND CTY. BD. OF EDUC. 

No. 321P02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 291 


Motion by petitioner to dismiss petition for discretionary review 
and petition for writ of certiorari with prejudice allowed 5 February 
2003. Notice of appeal by petitioner pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substan- 
tial constitutional question) dismissed as moot 5 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


Petition by petitioner for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
dismissed as moot 5 February 2003. Petition by petitioner for writ of 
certiorari to review the decision of the North Carolina Court of 
Appeals dismissed as moot 5 February 2003. Motion by petitioner to 
amend notice of appeal, petition for discretionary review, and peti- 
tion for writ of certiorari dismissed as moot 6 February 2003. 


STATE v. ANDERSON 
No. 60A97-2 
Case below: Wilkes County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order of 
the Superior Court, Wilkes County, denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. ARTHUR 

No. 314P02 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 438 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. BARNES 

No. 6383P02 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 111 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. BARTLETT 
No. 614P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 680 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. BECTON 

No. 623P02-2 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 520 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. BELL 

No. 409P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 976 

Petitions by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 
2003. 
STATE v. BELTRAN 

No. 40P03 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 438 

Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. BILLINGS 

No. 216A96-2 

Case below: Caswell County Superior Court 

Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order of 
the Superior Court, Caswell County, denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. BIVENS 

No. 66P03 

Case below: 155 N.C. App. 645 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. BOWIE 
No. 50A93-3 
Case below: Catawba County Superior Court 


Application by petitioner for writ of habeas corpus denied 14 
February 2003. 


STATE v. BROTHERS 
No. 358P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 71 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack 
of substantial constitutional question allowed 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. BUCKNER 
No. 444A93-5 
Case below: Gaston County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order of 
the Superior Court, Gaston County, denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. CARPENTER 
No. 21P03 
Case below: 155 N.C. App. 35 


Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay allowed 17 
January 2003. Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas 
denied 27 February 2003. Petition by Attorney General for discre- 
tionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
Motion by defendant to vacate order granting State’s motion for tem- 
porary stay allowed 27 February 2003. Conditional petition by 
defendant for discretionary review as to additional issues pursuant to 
G.S. 7A-31 dismissed as moot 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. CATES 
No. 29P03 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 737 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Motion by defendant to hold petition 
for discretionary review in abeyance pending decision by the U.S. 
Supreme Court denied 27 February 2003. Motion by defendant for 
order directing the North Carolina Court of Appeals to propose pro- 
cedures to sit en banc denied 27 February 2003. Motion by defendant 
for remand denied 27 February 2003. 

STATE v. CHAPMAN 

No. 636P02 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 441 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 

STATE v. CHAVIS 

No. 33A03 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 742 

Motion by Attorney General to dismiss appeal allowed 27 
February 2003. 

STATE v. CHILDERS 
No. 19P03 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 375 


Petitions by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the de- 
cision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 
2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. CHINA 
No. 346P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 469 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. CLEVELAND 
No. 35P03 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 742 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack 
of substantial constitutional question allowed 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. COLE 
No. 324A94-2 
Case below: Camden County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the order of 
the Superior Court, Camden County, denied 27 February 2003. As to 
issue No. 9, denied 27 February 2003 without prejudice pending com- 
pletion of trial court’s hearing on retardation issue. 


STATE v. COOPER 

No. 594P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 524 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. CULPEPPER 

No. 281 P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 977 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. DAMERON 

No. 425P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 599 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. DAMMONS 

No. 6138P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 812 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. DOSWELL 

No. 600A02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 812 

Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substan- 


tial constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 27 February 
2003. 
STATE v. DOVE 

No. 1381P01-5 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 524 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 3 January 2003. 
Application by defendant for writ of habeas corpus denied 3 January 
2003. 


STATE v. DUDLEY 
No. 443P02 


Case below: 151 N.C. App. 749 


Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. DUNN 
No. 606P02 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 1 


Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas denied 27 
February 2003. Petition by Attorney General for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Temporary stay dis- 
solved 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. GAY 
No. 4386P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 530 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. GRAHAM 
No. 141 P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 215 


Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. HOLLAND 
No. 354P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 457 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. HORNSBY 
No. 515P02 
Case below: 152 N.C. App. 358 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. HOWZE 

No. 385P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 599 

Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. HUFFMAN 

No. 648P02 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 206 

Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss appeal allowed 27 
February 2003. Petition by defendant for discretionary review pur- 
suant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. HUNT 

No. 5A86-7 


Case below: Orange County Superior Court 

Petition by Attorney General for writ of certiorari to review the 
decision of the Superior Court, Orange County, denied 16 January — 
2003. Petition for writ of prohibition by Attorney General denied 16 
January 2003. 
STATE v. IRVING 

No. 55P03 

Case below: 155 N.C. App. 222 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. JENKINS 

No. 543P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 201 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. JOHNSON 

No. 601P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 812 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. JOHNSTON 

No. 665A02 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 500 

Motion by Attorney General to dismiss appeal allowed 27 
February 2003. 
STATE v. JONES 

No. 489P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 317 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. JORDAN 
No. 25P03 
Case below: 155 N.C. App. 146 


Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay allowed 17 
January 2003 pending determination of State’s petition for discre- 
tionary review. Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas 
denied 27 February 2003. Notice of appeal by Attorney General pur- 
suant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial constitutional question) dismissed ex 
mero motu 27 February 2003. Petition by Attorney General for dis- 
cretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
Temporary stay dissolved 27 February 2003. 


688 IN THE SUPREME COURT 


DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. MANEY 
No. 440A02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 486 


Motion by Attorney General to dismiss appeal for lack of consti- 
tutional question allowed 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. MARTIN 
No. 649P02 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 521 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. McNEIL 
No. 386P03 
Case below: 155 N.C. App. 540 


Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. MCPHERSON 
No. 472P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 750 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. MORGANHERRING 
No. 340A95-3 


Case below: Wake County Superior Court 


Petition by defendant for writ of mandamus denied 27 February 
2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. OXENDINE 
No. 372P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 670 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. POOLE 
No. 12P03 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 419 


Motion by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. PREVATTE 
No. 492A99-2 
Case below: Stanly County Superior Court 


Motion by defendant to reconsider direct appeal decision in light 
of the grant of certiorari in State v. Hunt denied 11 February 2003. 


STATE v. RHUE 
No. 323P02 
Case below: 150 N.C. App. 280 


Motion by the Attorney Genera! to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. Motion by defendant to serve interrogato- 
ries dismissed as moot 27 February 2003. Motion by defendant to 
appoint counsel denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. RICE 
No. 469P02 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 750 


Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. SCOTT 

No. 18A03 

Case below: 155 N.C. App. 223 

Notice of appeal by defendant pursuant to G.S. 7A-30 (substantial 
constitutional question) dismissed ex mero motu 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. SHORES 

No. 22P03 

Case below: 155 N.C. App. 342 


Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay denied 17 January 
2003. Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas denied 27 
February 2003. Petition by Attorney General for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. SPIVEY 
No. 646P02 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 206 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal for lack of 
substantial constitutional question allowed 27 February 2003. 
Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. ST. JOHN 
No. 638P02 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 522 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. STOVAL 
No. 27P03 
Case below: 155 N.C. App. 223 


Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay denied 17 January 
2003. Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas denied 27 
February 2003. Petition by Attorney General for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. STRICKLAND 

No. 631P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 581 

Motion by Attorney General to deny the petition for writ of cer- 
tiorari filed as a notice of appeal based on a substantial constitutional 
question allowed 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. TERRY 

No. 53P03 

Case below: 155 N.C. App. 223 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. TOOMER 

No. 60P03 

Case below: 150 N.C. App. 441 

Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. TRULL 

No. 618P02 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 630 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Motion by the Attorney General to 
dismiss appeal allowed 27 February 2003. 


STATE v. TUCKER 
No. 6P03 


Case below: 154 N.C. App. 653 


Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay denied 8 January 
2003. Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas denied 27 
February 2003. Petition by Attorney General for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. TUCKER 

No. 113PA03 

Case below: 156 N.C. App. —— (4 February 2003) 

Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay denied 21 
February 2003. 
STATE v. URIBE 

No. 661P02 

Case below: 148 N.C. App. 218 

Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. UVALLE 

No. 480P02 

Case below: 151 N.C. App. 446 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
TA-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. VASSEY 

No. 54P03 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 384 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. WIKE 

No. 1P03 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 522 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. WILSON 
No. 605A02 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 127 


Petition by Attorney General for writ of supersedeas allowed 27 
February 2003. Petition by Attorney General for discretionary review 
pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 and Appellate Rule 16(b) as to issues in addi- 
tion to those presented as the basis for the dissenting opinion in the 
Court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 

STATE v. WILSON 
No. 380P03 
Case below: 155 N.C. App. 89 


Motion by the Attorney General to dismiss the appeal by defend- 
ant (Wilson) for lack of substantial constitutional question allowed 27 
February 2003. Petition by defendant (Wilson) for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Petition by 
Attorney General for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 
denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. WILSON 

No. 56P03 

Case below: 155 N.C. App. 223 

Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE v. WORLEY 

No. 492P02 

Case below: 152 N.C. App. 719 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


STATE v. YANCEY 

No. 20P03 

Case below: 155 N.C. App. 609 

Motion by Attorney General for temporary stay allowed 17 
January 2003. Petition by the Attorney General for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Petition by 
the Attorney General for writ of supersedeas denied 27 February 
2003. Temporary stay dissolved 27 February 2003. 
STATE ex rel. PILARD v. BERNINGER 

No. 654P02 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 45 

Petition by defendant (Blanca R. Berninger) for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 
STATE PROPS., LLC v. RAY 

No. 98P03 

Case below: 155 N.C. App. 65 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Motion by plaintiff to expedite deter- 
mination of petition for discretionary review dismissed 27 February 
2003. 

STEPHENSON v. BARTLETT 

No. 94PA02-2 

Case below: Johnston County Superior Court 

Motion by plaintiffs for leave to withdraw appeal allowed 10 
January 2003. Justice Orr recused. 

SWISHER v. BOARD OF ADJUST. OF GREENSBORO 

No. 219P02 

Case below: 149 N.C. App. 234 


Petition by plaintiff for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Justice Edmunds recused. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


TAYLOR v. ABERNETHY 
No. 171P02 
Case below: 149 N.C. App. 263 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. Petition by plaintiff for discretionary 
review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


TAYLOR v. STATE 
No. 505A99-2 
Case below: New Hanover County Superior Court 


Application by petitioner for writ of habeas corpus denied 26 
February 2003. 


TAYLOR v. THE KING GRP., INC. (INTERIM HEALTHCARE 
OF RALEIGH-DURHAM, INC.) 


No. 657P02 
Case below: 154 N.C. App. 349 


Petition by defendant for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


WEBB v. WEBB 
No. 652P02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 813 


Petition by defendant for writ of certiorari to review the decision 
of the North Carolina Court of Appeals denied 27 February 2003. 


WHITACRE P’SHIP v. BIOSIGNIA, INC. 
No. 617PA02 
Case below: 153 N.C. App. 608 


Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 allowed 27 February 2003. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW UNDER G.S. 7A-31 


WHITAKER v. TOWN OF SCOTLAND NECK 

No. 49PA03 

Case below: 154 N.C. App. 660 

Petition by defendants for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 allowed 27 February 2003. 
WHITMIRE v. COOPER 

No. 23P02-2 

Case below: 153 N.C. App. 730 


Motion by defendants to dismiss the appeal for lack of substan- 
tial constitutional question allowed 27 February 2003. Petition by 
plaintiffs for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 7A-31 denied 27 
February 2003. 

WRIGHT v. SMITH 
No. 374P02 | 
Case below: 151 N.C. App. 121 


Petition by plaintiffs for discretionary review pursuant to G.S. 
7A-31 denied 27 February 2003. 


PETITION TO REHEAR 


AUSLEY v. BISHOP 
No. 287A02 | 
Case below: 356 N.C. 422 


Petition by plaintiff to rehear pursuant to Rule 31 denied 27 
February 2003. Justice Edmunds recused. 


APPENDIXES 


ORDER ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO 
RULES 7 AND 26 OF THE 
RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE 


—— 


ORDER ADOPTING AMENDMENT TO RULE 21 
OF THE RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE 





LS 


ORDER ADOPTING TECHNICAL CHANGES 
TO APPENDIXES REGARDING 
REQUIREMENT FOR AN INDEX AND 
CONTENT OF TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 
OF THE RULES OF APPELLATE 
PROCEDURE 





Se 


ORDER ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO 
RULE 3 OF THE GENERAL RULES OF 
PRACTICE FOR THE SUPERIOR 
AND DISTRICT COURTS 








$e 


ORDER ADOPTING AMENDMENT TO RULES 
OF CONTINUING JUDICIAL 
EDUCATION, ADOPTED OCTOBER 24, 1988 


ee 


ORDER ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO 
THE NORTH CAROLINA RULES OF 
APPELLATE PROCEDURE 


ORDER ADOPTING AMENDMENT TO 
RULE 25 OF THE GENERAL RULES 
OF PRACTICE FOR THE 
SUPERIOR AND DISTRICT COURTS 


ORDER ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE 
RULES FOR CUSTODY AND VISITATION 
MEDIATION IN NORTH CAROLINA 


ORDER ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO 
THE RULES FOR COURT-ORDERED 
ARBITRATION IN NORTH CAROLINA 


ORDER ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO 
THE RULES FOR THE DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION COMMISSION 


ORDER ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO 
THE RULES IMPLEMENTING SETTLEMENT 
PROCEDURES IN EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION 
AND OTHER FAMILY FINANCIAL CASES 


ORDER ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE 
RULES IMPLEMENTING STATEWIDE 
MEDIATED SETTLEMENT 
CONFERENCES AND OTHER 

SETTLEMENT PROCEDURES 
IN SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL ACTIONS 


AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND 
REGULATIONS OF THE NORTH CAROLINA 
STATE BAR CONCERNING 
PROFESSIONAL LIABILITY INSURANCE 








AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND 
REGULATIONS OF THE NORTH CAROLINA 
STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
DISCIPLINE AND DISABILITY OF ATTORNEYS 


————— 


AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND 
REGULATIONS OF THE NORTH CAROLINA 
STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 


—— 


AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND 
REGULATIONS OF THE NORTH CAROLINA 
STATE BAR CONCERNING 
LEGAL SPECIALIZATION 
AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND 
REGULATIONS OF THE NORTH CAROLINA 
STATE BAR CONCERNING 
ORGANIZATIONS PRACTICING LAW 











AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND 
REGULATIONS OF THE NORTH CAROLINA 
STATE BAR CONCERNING 
INTERSTATE AND INTERNATIONAL 
LAW FIRMS 


i ee 


AMENDMENT TO THE NORTH CAROLINA 
RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT 


AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND 
REGULATIONS OF THE NORTH CAROLINA 
STATE BAR CONCERNING PROCEDURES 
| FOR RULING ON QUESTIONS OF 
LEGAL ETHICS 


AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND 
REGULATIONS OF THE NORTH CAROLINA 
STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
PLAN OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION 


AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND 
REGULATIONS OF THE NORTH CAROLINA 
STATE BAR CONCERNING 
PREPAID LEGAL SERVICE PLANS 


AMENDMENT TO THE NORTH CAROLINA 
RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT 


AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND 
REGULATIONS OF THE NORTH CAROLINA 
BOARD OF LAW EXAMINERS 
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Order Adopting Amendments to Rules 7 and 26 of the 
Rules of Appellate Procedure 


Rule 7(a)(1) is hereby amended by adding a second paragraph 
to read as follows: 


In_ civil cases and special proceedings where there is an order 
establishing the indigency of a party entitled to appointed appellate 
counsel, the ordering of the transcript shall be as in criminal cases 
where there is an order establishing the indigency of the defendant as 
set forth in Rule 7(a)(2). 


Rule 26(a)(1) is hereby amended to read as follows: 


(1) Filing by Mail: Filing may be accomplished by mail addressed 
to the clerk, but is not timely unless the papers are received by the 
clerk within the time fixed for filing, except that motions, responses 
to petitions, and briefs shall be deemed filed on the date of mailing, 
as evidenced by the proof of service.;+ frst elass+matis-atiised 


Adopted by the Court in Conference this the 15th day of August 
2002. This amendment shall be promulgated by publication in the 
Advance Sheets of the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals. This 
amendment shall also be published as quickly as practical on the 
North Carolina Judicial Branch of Government Internet Home Page 
(http://www.nccourts.org). 


Edmunds, J 
For the Court 


Order Adopting Amendment to Rule 21 of the 
Rules of Appellate Procedure 


Rule 21(e) is hereby amended to read as follows: 


(e) Petition for Writ in Post Conviction Matters; to Which 
Appellate Court Addressed. Petitions for writ of certiorari to 
review orders of the trial court denying motions for appropriate relief 
upon grounds listed in G.S. 15A-1415(b) by persons who have been 
convicted of murder in the first degree and sentenced to Hfe+eprs- 
enmenter death shall be filed in the Supreme Court. In all other cases 
such petitions shall be filed in and determined by the Court of 
Appeals and the Supreme Court will not entertain petitions for cer- 
tiorari or petitions for further discretionary review in these cases. In 
the event the petitioner unreasonably delays in filing the petition or 
otherwise fails to comply with a rule of procedure, the petition shall 
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be dismissed by the Court. In the event the petition is without merit, 
it Shall be denied by the Court. 


Adopted by the Court in Conference this the 15th day of August 
2002. This amendment shall be promulgated by publication in the 
Advance Sheets of the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals. This 
amendment shall also be published as quickly as practical on the 
North Carolina Judicial Branch of Government Internet Home Page 
(http://www.nccourts.org). 


Edmunds, J 
For the Court 


Order Adopting Technical Changes to Appendixes Regarding 
Requirement for An Index and Content of Table of 
Authorities of the Rules of Appellate Procedure 


Appendix B. Format and Style 


Indexes is hereby amended to read as follows: 


A brief or petition which is 10 pages or more in length tenger 
~and all Appendixes to briefs 


(Rule 28) and Records on Appeal (Rule 9) must contain an index to 
the contents. 


Appendix E. Content of Briefs 


Table of Cases and Authorities is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 


This table should begin at the top margin of the page follow- 
ing the Index. Page references should be made to each citation of 


cuuthority Hefei eH eS He tee 
HOLES. 


Adopted by the Court in Conference this the 15th day of August 
2002. This amendment shall be promulgated by publication in the 
Advance Sheets of the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals. This 
amendment shall also be published as quickly as practical on the 
North Carolina Judicial Branch of Government Internet Home Page 
(http://;www.nccourts.org). 


Edmunds, J 
For the Court 


SUPERIOR-DISTRICT COURT RULES 703 


Order Adopting Amendments to Rule 3 of the General Rules 
of Practice for the Superior and District Courts 


Rule 3 is hereby amended to read as follows: 


An application for a continuance shall be made to the presiding 
judge of the court in which the case is calendared. 


WwW Fats w-diff 
Distriet-C —Mesis 6 L | 


ee eit eae tnnel Ranasln avian Phe aeei dented a 
ball bool cone 


The General Rules of Practice for the Superior and District 
Courts are amended by adding a new Rule 3.1 to read: 


RULE 3.1 GUIDELINES FOR RESOLVING SCHEDULING 
CONFLICTS 


(a) In resolving scheduling conflicts when an attorney has conflicting 
engagements in different courts, the following priorities should ordi- 
narily prevail: 


1. Appellate courts should prevail over trial courts. 


2. Any of the trial court matters listed in this subdivision, regardless 
of trial division, should prevail over any trial court matter not 
listed in this subdivision, regardless of trial division; there is no 


priority among the matters listed in this subdivision: 
—any trial or hearing in a capital case; 


—the trial in any case designated pursuant to Rule 2.1 of these 
Rules: 





—the trial in a civil action that has been peremptorily set as the 
first case for trial at_a session of Superior court; 


—the trial of a criminal case in superior court, when_the 
defendant is in jail or when the defendant is charged with a 


Class A through E felony and the trial is reasonably expected 
to last for more than one week; 


—the trial in an action or proceeding in district court in which 
any of the following is contested: 





—termination of parental rights, 
—child custody, 
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—adjudication of abuse, neglect or dependency or dis- 
position following adjudication, 


—interim or final equitable distribution, 
—alimony or post-separation support. 


3. When none of the above priorities applies, priority shall be as 
follows: superior court, district court, magistrate’s court. 


(b) When an attorney learns of a scheduling conflict between mat- 
ters in the same priority category, the attorney shall promptly give 
written notice to opposing counsel, the clerk of all courts and the 
appropriate judges in all cases, stating therein the circumstances 
relevant to resolution of the conflict under these guidelines. When 
the attorney learns of the conflict before the date on which the mat- 
ters are scheduled to be heard, the appropriate judges are Senior 
Resident Superior Court Judges for matters pending in the Superior 
Court Division and Chief District Court Judges for matters pending 
in the District Court Division; otherwise the appropriate judges are 
the judges presiding over those matters. The appropriate judges 


should promptly confer, resolve the conflict, and notify counsel of 
the resolution. 


(c) In resolving scheduling conflicts between matters in the same 
priority category, the presiding judges should give consideration to 
the following: 


—the comparative age of the cases; 


—the order in which the trial dates were set by published 
calendar, order or notice; 


—the complexity of the cases; 

—the estimated trial time; 

—the number of attorneys and parties involved; 
—whether the trial involves a jury; 

—the difficulty or ease of rescheduling; 


—the availability of witnesses, especially a child witness, an 
expert witness or a witness who must travel a long distance; 


—whether the trial in one of the cases had already started 
when the other was scheduled to begin. 


(d) Nothing in these guidelines is intended to prevent courts from 
voluntarily yielding a favorable scheduling position, and judges of all 


SUPERIOR-DISTRICT COURT RULES 705 


courts are urged to communicate with each other in an effort to 
lessen the impact of conflicts and continuances on all courts. 


Adopted by the Court in Conference this the 1L5th day of August 
2002. This amendment shall be promulgated by publication in the 
Advance Sheets of the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals. This 
amendment shall also be published as quickly as practical on the 
North Carolina Judicial Branch of Government Internet Home Page 
(http://www.nccourts.org). 


Edmunds, J 
For the Court 


Order Adopting Amendment to Rules of Continuing Judicial 
Education, Adopted October 24, 1988 


Rule II(C), Requirements is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 


C. At least fifteen (15) #renty—-@9) of the thirty (30) hours 


required shall be continuing judicial education courses designed 
especially for judges and attended exclusively or primarily by 
judges. All Superior Court Judges are expected to attend the sched- 
uled Superior Court Judges Conferences and the programs there 
presented. All District Court Judges are expected to attend the 
scheduled District Court Judges Conferences and the programs 
there presented. 


Adopted by the Court in Conference this the 15th day of August 
2002. This amendment shall be promulgated by publication in the 
Advance Sheets of the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals. This 
amendment shall also be published as quickly as practical on the 
North Carolina Judicial Branch of Government Internet Home Page 
(http://www.nccourts.org). 


Edmunds, J 
For the Court 


IN THE SUPREME COURT OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Order Adopting Amendments to the 
North Carolina Rules of Appellate Procedure 


Rules 26, 28, and 30 and Appendix B of the North Carolina Rules 
of Appellate Procedure are hereby amended as described below: 


Rule 26(g) is amended to read as follows: 


(g) Documents Filed with Appellate Courts. 


(1) 


Form of Papers+Gesees. Papers presented to either 
appellate court for filing shall be letter size (8-+2 8% x 
11") with the exception of wills and exhibits. All printed 
matter must appear in at least 12-point type on unglazed 
white paper of 16-20 pound substance so as to produce a 
clear, black image, leaving a margin of approximately one 
inch on each side. The body of text shall be presented 
with double spacing between each line of text. No more 
than 27 lines of double-spaced text may appear on a page, 


even if proportional type is used. Lines of text shall be no 
wider than 6%inches. The format of all papers presented 


for filing shall follow the additional instructions found in 
the Appendixes to these Appellate Rules. The format of 
briefs shall follow the additional instructions found in 


Appellate Rule 28()). 


Index required. All documents presented to either appel- 
late court other than records on appeal, which in this 
respect are governed by Appellate Rule 9, shall, unless 
they are less than 10 pages in length, be preceded by a 
subject index of the matter contained therein, with page 
references, and a table of authorities, i.e., cases (alpha- 
betically arranged), constitutional provisions, statutes, 
and text books cited, with references to the pages where 
they are cited. 


Closing. The body of the document shall at its close 
bear the printed name, post office address, and 
telephone number of counsel of record, and in addition, 
at the appropriate place, the manuscript signature of 
counsel of record. If the document has been filed 
electronically. by use of the official web site at 
www.ncappellatecourts.org, the manuscript signature of 
counsel of record is not required. 
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Rule 28(j) is amended to read as follows: 


(j) Page Limitations Applicable to Briefs Filed in the Court of 
Appeals. Primetpalbriefs Each brief filed in the North Carolina Court 
of Appeals, whether filed by an appellant, appellee, or amicus curiae, 
formatted according to Rule 26 and the Appendixes to these Rules, 


shall be+Hmaited+e-35-pases-eftext—oxehisteeofsebyeet index tabtes 
eanthosites anceppencres-- Rept beets +H pertitted ae tis btte 


shel-betmited+et+paces-oftesxt have either a page limit or a word- 
count limit, depending on the type style used in the brief: 


(1) Type. 


(A) Type style. Documents must be set in a plain roman 
style, although italics or boldface may be used for 
emphasis. Case names must be italicized or under- 

lined. Documents may be Set in either proportionally 
spaced or nonproportionally spaced (monospaced) 


type. 
(B) Type size. 


1. Nonproportionally spaced type (e.g., Courier or 
Courier New) may not contain more than 10 char- 
acters per inch (12-point). 


2. Proportionally spaced type (e.g., Times New 
Roman), must be 14-point or larger. 


3. Documents set in Courier New 12-point type, or 
Times New Roman 1[4-point type will be deemed 
in compliance with these type-size requirements. 


(2) Document length. 


(A) Length limitations on briefs filed in the Court of 
Appeals. Every brief filed in the Court of Appeals, 
whether filed by an appellant, appellee, or amicus 
curiae, shall be subject to either a page limit or a 
word-count limit, depending on the type style used in 
the brief. 


l. Page limits for briefs using nonproportional 
type. The page limit for a principal brief that uses 
nonproportional (e.g., Courier) type is 35 pages, 
and the page limit for a reply brief (if permitted by 
Appellate Rule 28(h)) is 15 pages. A page shall 
contain no more than 27 lines of double-spaced 
text_of no more than 65 characters per line. 
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Covers, indexes, tables of authorities, certificates 
of service, and appendixes do not count toward 
these page limits. The Court may strike or require 
resubmission of briefs with excessive single- 
spaced passages or footnotes that are used to cir- 
cumvent these page limits. 


2. Word-count limits for briefs in proportional 
type. A principal brief that uses proportional type 
may contain no more than 8,750 words, and a 
reply brief Gif permitted by Appellate Rule 28(h)) 
may contain no more than 3,750 words. Covers, 
indexes, tables of authorities, certificates of serv- 
ice, certificates of compliance with this rule, and 
appendixes do not count against these word- 
count limits. Footnotes and citations in the text 
however, do count against these word-count lim- 
its. Parties who file briefs in proportional type 
shall submit along with the brief, immediately 
before the certificate of service, a certification 
signed by counsel of record, or, in the case of par- 
ties filing briefs pro se, by the party, that the brief 
contains no more than the number of words 
allowed by this rule. For purposes of this certifi- 
cation, counsel and parties may rely on word 
counts reported by word-processing software, as 


long as footnotes and citations are included in 
those word counts. 











Rule 30(e)(8) is revised to read as follows: 





An _ unpublished decision of the North Carolina Court of 
Appeals does not constitute controlling legal authority. 
Accordingly, citation of unpublished opinions in briefs, 
memoranda, and oral arguments in the trial and appellate 
divisions is disfavored, except for the purpose of estab- 
lishing claim preclusion, issue preclusion, or the law of 
the case. If a party believes, nevertheless, that an unpub- 
lished opinion has precedential value to a material issue 
in the case and that there is no published opinion that 
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would serve as well, the party may cite the unpublished 
opinion if that party serves a copy thereof on all other 
parties in the case and on the court to whom the citation 
is offered. This service may be accomplished by including 
the copy of the unpublished opinion in an addendum to a 
brief or memorandum. A. party who cites an unpublished 
opinion for the first time at a hearing or oral argument 
must attach a copy of the unpublished opinion relied 
upon pursuant to the requirements of Rule 28(g) 
(“Additional Authorities”). When citing an unpublished 
opinion, a party must indicate the opinion’s unpublished 
status. 





Appendix B, Paragraph 2, is amended to incorporate technical 
changes as follows: 


Papers shall be prepared using at least 12-point type—and 
speeine SO as to produce a clear, black image. Documents 
Shall be set either in nonproportional type or in proportional type, 
defined as follows: Nonproportional type is defined as 
10-character-per-inch Courier (or an equivalent style of Pica) type 
that devotes equal horizontal space to each character. 
Proportional type is defined as any non-italic, non-script font, 
other than nonproportional type, that is 14-point or larger. Under 
Appellate Rule 28(j), briefs in nonproportional type are governed 


by_a page limit, and briefs in proportional type are governed by a 
word-count limit. To allow for binding of documents, a margin of 


approximately one inch shall be left on all sides of the page. The 
formatted page should be approximately 6% inches wide and 
9 inches long. Tabs are located at the following distances from 
the left margin: 4", 1", 14", 2", 44" (center), and 5". 


These amendments to the North Carolina Rules of Appellate 
Procedure shall be effective on the 7th day of October, 2002. 


Adopted by the Court in Conference this the 3rd day of October, 
2002. These amendments shall be promulgated by publication in the 
Advance Sheets of the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals. 
These amendments shall also be published as quickly as practical on 
the North Carolina Judicial Branch of Government Internet Home 
Page (http://www.nccourts.org). 


Edmunds, J. 
For the Court 


IN THE SUPREME COURT OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Order Adopting Amendment to Rule 25 of the General Rules 
of Practice for the Superior and District Courts 


Rule 25 of the General Rules of Practice for the Superior and 
District Courts is hereby amended to read as follows: 


RULE 25. MOTIONS FOR APPROPRIATE RELIEF AND 
HABEAS CORPUS APPLICATIONS IN CAPITAL CASES 


When considering motions for appropriate relief and/or applica- 
tions for writs of habeas corpus in capital cases, the following proce- 
dures shalll be followed: 


(1) All appointments of defense counsel should be made by the 
senior resident superior court judge in each district or the senior res- 
ident superior court judge’s judicial designee; 


(2) All requests for experts, ex parte matters, interim attorney 
fee awards, and similar matters arising prior to the filing of a motion 
for appropriate relief should be ruled on by the senior resident supe- 
rior court judge or the senior resident superior court judge’s 
designee; 


(3) All motions for appropriate relief, when filed, should be 
referred to the senior resident superior court judge or the senior res- 
ident superior court judge’s designee for that judge’s review and 
administrative action, including, as may be appropriate, dismissal, 
calendaring for hearing, entry of a scheduling order for subsequent 
events in the case, or other appropriate actions; and 


(4) Subsequent to direct appeal, an application for writ of habeas 
corpus shall not be used as a substitute for appeal and/or a motion for 
appropriate relief and is not available as a means of reviewing and 
correcting non-jurisdictional legal error. If the applicant has been sen- 
tenced pursuant to a final judgment issued by a competent tribunal of 
criminal jurisdiction (7.e., by a trial court having subject matter juris- 
_ diction to enter the sentence), the application for writ of habeas cor- 
pus shall be denied. In the event the application for writ of habeas 
corpus raises a meritorious challenge to the original jurisdiction of 
the sentencing court, and the writ is granted, the judge shall make the 
writ returnable before the senior resident superior court judge of the 
judicial district where the applicant was sentenced or the senior res- 
ident superior court judge’s designee. In the event the application for 
writ of habeas corpus raises a meritorious non-jurisdictional chal- 
lenge to the applicant’s conviction and sentence, the judge shall 
immediately refer the matter to the senior resident superior court 
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judge of the judicial district where the applicant was sentenced or the 
senior resident superior court judge’s designee for disposition as a 
motion for appropriate relief. 


Adopted by the Court in Conference and effective this the 
19th day of December 2002. This amendment shall be promulgated by 
publication in the Advance Sheets of the Supreme Court and the 
Court of Appeals. This amendment shall also be published as quickly 
as practical on the North Carolina Judicial Branch of Government 
Internet Home Page (http://www.nccourts.org). 


Butterfield, J 
For the Court 


IN THE SUPREME COURT OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Order Adopting Amendments to the Rules For Custody and 
Visitation Mediation in North Carolina 


WHEREAS, section 7A-494, 50-13.1 of the North Carolina General 
Statutes authorized the Administrative Office of the Courts to 
establish a Custody and Visitation Mediation Program to provide 
statewide and uniform services in cases involving unresolved 
issues about the custody or visitation of minor children. Further, 
the Supreme Court of North Carolina is authorized to adopt rules 
governing this procedure and to supervise its implementation and 
operation through the Administrative Office of the Courts. 


NOW, THEREFORE, the Rules for the Custody and Visitation 
Mediation Program are amended and adopted to read as attached 
hereto. 


These Rules shall be promulgated by publication in the advance 
sheets of the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals. They shall be 
effective on the lst day of January, 2003. 


Adopted by the Court in Conference this the 19th day of 
December, 2002. 


Butterfield, J. 
For the Court 
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Uniform Rules Regulating Mediation of Child Custody and 
Visitation Disputes Under the North Carolina Custody and 
Visitation Mediation Program. 


Comment: Legislation establishing a statewide Custody and 
Visitation Program in North Carolina required that the 
Administrative Office of the Courts “promulgate rules and reg- 
ulations necessary and appropriate for the administration 
of the program” and that services provided be “uniform.” G.S. 
VA-494. Uniform rules will protect families receiving such 
services, will allow meaningful statistical comparisons to be 
made, and allow both mediators and the mediation program to 
be periodically reevaluated. The Program is to be established vn 
phases throughout North Carolina, beginning on July 1, 1989. 


1. Goals of Mediation. The goals of custody and visitation dis- 
pute mediation are centered in the reduction of the stress and anxiety 
experienced by children in separation and divorce, by furnishing an 
alternative way for the parties to settle custody and visitation dis- 
putes. A trained mediator helps the parties reorganize the family, 
continue parenting their children despite separation, and begins an 
educational process which will allow parties to recognize and meet 
the needs of their children. Mediation provides a structured, confi- 
dential, nonadversarial setting which will help the parties make 
informed choices about matters involving their children, with the 
hope that such cooperative resolution will alleviate the acrimony 
between the parties, reducing attendant stress on both the parties and 
the child. A successful mediation wil] help the parties put a parenting 
plan in writing, will teach them to solve future problems without 
recourse to the courts, and thus reduce the stress of relitigation of 
custody and visitation disputes. 


2. Purpose of Program. The Custody and Visitation Mediation 
Program is to provide the services of skilled mediators to further the 
goals set out above. 


3. Definitions. 


3.01. Mediation. A process whereby a trained, neutral third 
party acts to encourage and facilitate the resolution of a dispute with- 
out prescribing what the resolution should be. 


3.02. Mediator. A trained, neutral third party who acts to 
encourage and facilitate the resolution of a dispute without prescrib- 
ing what the resolution should be. 


3.03. Parenting Agreement. A written agreement reached 
by the parties with the assistance of the mediator, which may be 
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presented to the court for approval and adoption as an order of 
the court. 


4. Administration of Program. The Administrative Office of 
the Courts (AOC) is responsible for establishing the Program in the 
several judicial districts of the State, and is to promulgate rules and 
regulations for the administration of the program. The Director of the 
AOC shall appoint necessary staff to plan, organize, and administer 
the program on a statewide basis. The AOC is to cooperate with each 
Chief District Court Judge and other district personnel in implemen- 
tation and administration of the program. 


4.01. Employment of Mediators. Mediators are to be employed 
by the Chief District Court Judge of the judicial district, and are to be 
full or part-time employees. 


4.02. In-House Contracts Permitted. When deemed appropri- 
ate by the AOC, the Chief District Court Judge may contract for deliv- 
ery of mediation services, such contract to be approved by the 
Director. Such contracts are exempt from competitive bidding proce- 
dures under Chapter 143 of the General Statutes. 


4.03. Administration of Funds. Funds appropriated by the 
General Assembly for the establishment and maintenance of media- 
tion programs are to be administered by the AOC. 


4.04. Multi-district Programs. The AOC may authorize all or 
part of a program in one district to be operated in conjunction with 
that of another district or districts. 


4.05. Advisory Committee Established. The Director of the 
AOC shall appoint a Custody Mediation Advisory Committee of at 
least five members to advise the Custody Mediation Program. 
Members of the Committee are to receive the same per diem 
and travel expenses as members of State boards and commissions 
generally. 


5. Local District Programs. Each local district program is 
to consist of a qualified mediator, or mediators, and such clerical 
staff as the AOC in consultation with the local program deems 
necessary. 


6. Qualifications of Mediators. A person desiring to furnish 
mediation services must demonstrate that he or she: 


1) Has at least a master’s degree in psychology, social work, 
family counseling, or a comparable human relations disci- 
pline; and 
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2) Has completed at least 40 hours of training in mediation tech- 
niques by an instructor deemed qualified by the AOC; and 


3) Has had professional training and experience relating to child 
development, family dynamics, or comparable areas; and 


4) Meets such other criteria as specified by the AOC. 


6.01. Initial Training Period. A person just beginning to furnish 
mediation services in the North Carolina Custody and Visitation 
Mediation Program shall satisfy the following requirements during an 
initial training period of 18-24 months following employment, unless 
some or all of the requirements are waived by the Director of the AOC 
or his designee: 


Level I: 

A. 18 Hours of Court Observations 

(Note: Suggest that B and C occur prior to D) 
B. 18 Hours of Custody Mediation Observation 
C. 40 Hours of Divorce Mediation Training 

D. 24 Hours of Co-Mediation 

(Note: E and F begin simultaneously) 


E. Minimum of 2 consecutive weeks/maximum of 4 consecutive 
weeks of internship in one district 


F. 150 Mediation Sessions 

G. Meetings/Additional Training: (As designated by the AOC) 
Regional Meetings 
Annual Training Meeting(s) 
Trainee Progression Meetings 

Level IL: 


A. 18 Hours of Co-Mediation (Note: To Be Completed Within Ist 
Quarter of Level IT) 


B. 150 Mediation Sessions 

C. Meetings/Additional Training: (As designated by the AOC) 
Regional] Meetings 
Annual Training Meeting(s) 


Trainee Progression Meetings 
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Documentation is to be provided to the Chief District Court 
Judge and the AOC at the conclusion of each level of the Training 
Progression. (See Appendix B, Mediator Training Progression. ) 


6.02. Continuing Education. A mediator is to keep abreast of 
developments in the field through such professional journals and bul- 
letins as are available; further, a mediator is to participate in at least 
20 hours of continuing education each two years, in a program 
approved by the Director of the AOC or his designee. A mediator 
should also regularly participate as a co-mediator, preferably with 
mediators outside the mediator’s judicial district. 


6.03. Continuing Evaluation. The performance of a mediator 
should be regularly evaluated by the AOC. Results of such mediation 
performance evaluation will be shared with the Chief District Court 
Judge. Methods of evaluation may include: 


e Observation through a one-way mirror; 

e Videotaped sessions (with permission of the parties); 

e Audio tape-recorded sessions (with permission of the parties); 
e Co-mediations of the mediator and the evaluator; 

e Review of written agreements for completeness and specificity. 


6.04. Mediator Ethics. See Appendix B, Standards of Practice 
for Mediators in the North Carolina Mandatory Custody Mediation 
Program. 


7.01. Referral to Mediation (Chapter 50 cases). All actions 


involving unresolved issues as to the custody or visitation of a minor 
child shall be ordered to mediation on such issues prior to the trial of 
the matter, unless the court waives mediation. Such actions include 
an action for custody or visitation in which no order has been previ- 
ously entered, motions to modify orders previously entered, and 
actions to enforce custody and visitation orders. This mandatory 
referral procedure does not limit the right of the court to enter tem- 
porary and ex parte orders under the applicable statutory provisions, 
or to immediately enforce existing orders. The order of referral shall 
advise the parties that a show cause order may be issued, or other 
sanctions imposed, if they fail to appear at the orientation session, or 
the first mediation session. (See Appendix B, Brochure and form 
AOC-CV-632, Motion and Order to waive Custody Mediation.) 


Comment: In the opinion of the Advisory Committee, the 
mandatory provisions of G.S. 50-13.1(b), the statutory au- 
thority for this section, apply only to actions brought under the 


CUSTODY AND VISITATION MEDIATION 717 


provisions of Chapter 50 of the General Statutes. Actions insti- 
tuted under the provisions of the Juvenile Code, as found in 
Chapter 7B of the General Statutes, often include issues of 
placement and visitation at the dispositional stage; such issues 
may, in appropriate cases, be referred for mediation by a dis- 
trict court judge pursuant to rule 7.02. Actions brought under 
the provisions of Chapter 50B of the General Statutes (Domestic 
Violence) are often inappropriate for mediation because they 
necessarily involve allegations of spousal abuse. If, however, the 
court finds the custody or visitation aspect of a domestic vio- 
lence case to be appropriate for mediation, due consideration 
should be given to safety issues in the case. (See Appendix B, 
Domestic Violence Policy.) 


7.02. Referral of Placement Issues in Juvenile cases. In a 
judicial district in which the custody mediation program is in 
operation, cases in which juvenile(s) have been adjudicated to 
be abused, neglected, dependent, delinquent or undisciplined, 
may be referred to the program for mediation of any dispute 
over placement of the juvenile(s), provided the Chief District 


Court Judge in the district has determined that such referrals 
are appropriate and that available resources allow mediation 
of such cases. The Chief District Court Judge shall regularly 
monitor the number of cases referred to the program to ensure 
that resources allow continued referral of such cases. 


In Districts where the Chief Judge has authorized referrals 
of such cases to mediation, a referral may be made upon the 
motion of the Court or upon the motion of any party. In the 
discretion of the Presiding Judge, an order of referral to medi- 
ation may be made. The Order of referral should identify the 
persons who are to participate in the mediation and shall des- 
ignate the persons who are entitled to receive a copy of any 
agreement that is reached. 





If an agreement is reached in mediation regarding the 
lacement of the juvenile(s) in question, the mediator shall 
assist the participants in reducing the agreement to writing 
and shall ensure that each participant understands the written 
document. The mediator shall encourage each participant to 
review the agreement with their attorney prior to signing the 
same and shall afford them a reasonable opportunity to do so. 
After the agreement is signed by all participants, the mediator 
shall promptly furnish a copy to each party, attorney, and per- 
sons designated in the referral order for review prior to the 
dispositional hearing. After a hearing at which all parties have 
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a right to be heard, the court may incorporate the terms of 
said agreement in its dispositional order, provided it finds the 
same to be in the best interests of the juvenile(s). 


8. Waiver of Mediation. On its own motion, or that of either 
party, the court may waive the setting of a contested custody or visi- 
tation matter for mediation. Good cause includes, but is not limited 
to, a Showing of undue hardship to a party, an agreement between the 
parties for private mediation, allegations of abuse or neglect of the 
minor child, allegations of alcoholism, drug abuse, or spouse abuse, 
or allegations of severe psychological, psychiatric, or emotional prob- 
lems. Where a party resides more than 50 miles from court, such dis- 
tance shall be considered good cause. (See Appendix B, AOC-CV-632 
Motion and Order to Waive Custody Mediation. ) 


9. Orientation. Prior to mediation, an orientation session shall 
be held at which the goals and procedures of the mediation process 
Shall be explained to the parties to reduce apprehension and avoid- 
ance of the process. An intake form shall be completed. (See 
Appendix B, Sample Mediation Intake Form.) The parties shall be 
advised that if they fail to appear for the initial mediation session, an 
order to show cause might be issued and the non-appearing party 
could be found in contempt of the court. 


10. Attendance at Mediation Sessions. The mediation process 
shall consist of no more than three sessions, each of which shall not 
exceed two hours in length. A party must attend the orientation and 
first mediation session before deciding to withdraw from the process. 
The number of sessions may be extended by agreement of the parties 
with the permission of the Chief District Court Judge. 


11. Neutral Stance of Mediator. While a mediator is to be a 
neutral in promoting an agreement between the parties, the mediator 
is to be aware of the best interests of the children involved in the 
case. During the mediation process, the mediator is to help the 
parties avoid agreements which do not promote the best interests of 
the child. 


12. The Mediation Process. The mediator should assist the par- 
ties in focusing on the needs of their child, the need to reorganize the 
family and use its strengths, the need to maintain continuity of rela- 
tionships and stability in the child’s life, and the options available to 
the parties which would accomplish those goals. The mediator should 
help the parties select from the range of options those which are 
sound and workable, in an effort to reach an agreement which will 
reduce the conflict in the family, benefiting both the parties and child. 
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12.01. Authority of Mediator. The mediator shall be in contro] 
at all times of the mediation process and the procedures to be fol- 
lowed in the mediation. The mediator may suspend the mediation 
session if it becomes unsafe for any of the participants, including 
the mediator. 


12.02. Location. The mediation proceeding shall be held in a 
private and safe location. 


12.03. Confidentiality. The mediation proceeding shall be 
confidential. Neither the mediator nor any party or other person 
involved in mediation sessions shall be competent to testify as to 
communications made during or in furtherance of such mediation 
sessions; provided, there is no privilege as to communications 
made in furtherance of a crime or fraud. An individual shall not, 
however, obtain thereby immunity from prosecution for criminal con- 
duct or be excused from the reporting requirement of G.S. 7A-543 or 
G.S. 108A-102. 3 


12.04. Parenting Plan. A detailed and clearly written parenting 
agreement, or parenting plan, is the desired end-product of the medi- 
ation process. (See Appendix B, Sample Parenting Agreement). The 
parenting plan may include a designation of the party having legal or 
physical custody, and what duties and responsibilities such designa- 
tion includes. The plan should also include a complete schedule of 
the child’s time with each party, including holidays, vacation time, 
and special events. Arrangements may be made for special day obser- 
vance, such as birthdays. The need of the child to maintain relation- 
ships with persons with whom the child has a substantial relationship 
may be addressed. | 


The mediator should help the parties reduce their agreement to 
writing and ensure that each party understands the written docu- 
ment. Before the parties sign the proposed agreement, the mediator 
shall mail a copy of the proposed agreement to parties and counsel, 
encourage each parties to have their attorneys review the agreement 
with them prior to their signing the plan, and afford them a reason- 
able opportunity to do so. The mediator shall promptly submit the ini- 
tial signed agreement, or any signed modification agreement to the 
court. An Order Approving Parenting Agreement (Appendix B, 
AOC-CV-631) is to be attached for the judge’s signature. Signed copies 
will be provided to both parties and their attorneys. Some of the 
procedures set forth in this rule may not be applicable to medi- 
ation of placement issues in Juvenile cases. Refer to rule 
7.02 for procedures in mediation of placement issues in 
Juvenile cases. 
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12.05. Plan Incorporated in Court Order. Where an initial 
signed agreement or a signed modification of that agreement is sub- 
mitted to the court, it shall be incorporated in a court order unless the 
court finds good reason not to do so. (See Appendix B, AOC-CV-631, 
Order Approving Parenting Agreement.) When incorporated, the 
agreement is enforceable as is any other court order. Even though 
designated “parenting agreement,” or some similar name, the incor- 
porated agreement shall be considered a custody order or child cus- 
tody determination within the meaning of Chapter 50A of the General 
Statutes, G.S. 14-320.1, G.S. 110-139.1, or other places where those 
terms appear. Some of the procedures set forth in this rule may 
not be applicable to mediation of placement issues in Juvenile 


cases. Refer to rule 7.02 for procedures in mediation of place- 
ment issues in Juvenile cases. 


12.06. Termination of Mediation. After the parties have 
attended at least the orientation and first mediation session, either or 
both of the parties may decide not to participate further in the medi- 
ation process, and the mediator shall report to the court that no 
agreement was reached. 


Either party may move to have the mediation proceedings dis- 
missed and the action heard in court due to the mediator’s bias, 
undue familiarity with a party, or other prejudicial ground. Further, if 
the mediator determines that the case is not suitable for mediation 
due to a power imbalance between the parties, the presence of child 
abuse or neglect, or other reason, the mediator may report to the 
court that the case was not resolved. (See Appendix B, AOC-CV-914M, 
Order to Calendar Custody or Visitation Dispute.) 


Where an agreement is not reached, the custody mediation office 
may make available information on community resources for families 
and children involved in a family reorganization. 


12.07. Return to Mediation. The mediator shall explain to the 
parties that the needs of their children change over time, and encour- 
age them to return to mediation if they are unable to resolve any 
problems caused by that factor, or other changes in circumstances. 
(See Appendix B, Motion and Order to Return to Custody Mediation, 
AOC-CV-634. ) 


12.08. Other Participants. With the consent of all parties, the 
mediator may speak with the child, in an effort to assist the parties to 
assess the needs and interests of the child. Refer to rule 7.02 for 
special rules regarding participants in mediation of placement 
issues in Juvenile cases. 
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12.09. Caucus with Parties. Although it is generally desirable 
for the mediator to talk with the parties together, if there is no objec- 
tion by either party, the mediator may caucus with each party. 


12.10. Evaluation of Program. The Administrative Office of the 
Courts shall evaluate the program from time to time, and shall pre- 
pare a summary of the program activities to be included in the North 
Carolina Courts Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the 
Courts. 


Comment: In addition to evaluation of the statistics compiled 
and submitted by the various programs (See Appendix B, 
AOC-A-910M, Custody Mediation Monthly Report), user satis- 
faction might be monitored by the use of exit interviews, and 
follow-up questionnaires and telephone interviews in a sam- 
pling of cases at some time afier the completion of the process. 


12.11. Complaint Procedure. The written orientation materials 
provided to the parties shall advise them how a complaint about the 
mediator, or mediation process, can be filed with the Chief District 
Court Judge of the judicial district. (See Appendix B, Brochure. ) 


IN THE SUPREME COURT OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Order Adopting Amendments to the Rules For Court-Ordered 
Arbitration in North Carolina 


WHEREAS, section 7A-37.1 of the North Carolina General 
Statutes authorized statewide court-ordered, nonbinding arbitration 
in certain civil actions, and further authorized the Supreme Court of 
North Carolina to adopt rules governing this procedure and to super- 
vise its implementation and operation through the Administrative 
Office of the Courts. 


NOW, THEREFORE, the Rules for Court-Ordered Arbitration are 
amended and adopted to read as attached hereto. 


These Rules shall be promulgated by publication in the advance 
sheets of the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals. They shall be 
effective on the Ist day of January, 2003. 


Adopted by the Court in Conference this the 19th day of 
December, 2002. 


Butterfield, J. 
For the Court 
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RULES FOR COURT-ORDERED ARBITRATION IN NORTH 


CAROLINA 


RULE 1. ACTIONS SUBJECT TO ARBITRATION 
(a) By Order of the Court. 


(1) 


(2) 


District Court. All civil actions filed in the District 
Court Division are subject to court-ordered arbitration 
under these rules, except actions: 


(i) Which are assigned to a magistrate, provided that 
appeals from judgments of magistrates are subject 
to court-ordered arbitration under these rules 
except appeals from summary ejectment actions 
and actions in which the sole claim is an action on 
an account; 


(ii) In which class certification is sought; 


Gii) In which a request has been made for a prelimi- 
nary injunction or a temporary restraining order; 


(iv) Involving family {aw matters including claims filed 
under N.C.Gen. Stat. chapters 50, 50A, 50B, 51, 52, 
52B and 52C; 


(v) Involving title to real estate; 
(vi) Which are special proceedings; or 
(vii) In which the sole claim is an action on an account. 


Superior Court. The Senior Resident Superior Court 
Judge may order any civil Superior Court action to 
arbitration, where the amount in controversy does not 
exceed $15,000, under these rules after the Court con- 
fers with the parties at a scheduling conference. The 
judge shall enter a written order, which finds that the 
action is appropriate for arbitration and that the 
amount in controversy does not exceed $15,000. 


(b) Arbitration by Agreement. 


(1) 


District Court. The parties in any other civil action 
pending in the District Court Division may, upon joint 
written motion, request to submit the action to arbitra- 
tion under these rules. The Court may approve the 
motion if it finds that arbitration under these rules is 
appropriate, and the amount in controversy does not 
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exceed $15,000. The consent of the parties shall not be 
presumed, but shall be stated by the parties expressly 
in writing. 


(2) Superior Court. The parties in any civil action pend- 
ing in the Superior Court Division where the amount in 
controversy does not exceed $15,000 may, upon joint 
written motion, request to submit the action to arbitra- 
tion under these rules. The Court may approve the 
motion if it finds that arbitration under these rules is 
appropriate, and the amount in controversy does not 
exceed $15,000. The consent of the parties shall not be 
presumed, but shall be stated by the parties expressly 
in writing. 


(c) Exemption and Withdrawal From Arbitration. The 
Court may exempt or withdraw any action from arbitration on its own 
motion, or on motion of a party, made not less than 10 days before the 
arbitration hearing and a showing that: (i) the action is excepted from 
arbitration under Arb.Rule 1(a)(1) or (ji) there is a compelling reason 
to do so. 


Administrative History 


Pilot Rule Adopted: 28 August 1986. 

Pilot Rule Amended: 4 March 1987. 
Permanent Rule Adopted: 14 September 1989. 
Amended: 8 March 1990—(a) and (d). 
Amended: 1 January 2003—(a) through (d). 


Comment 


The purpose of these rules is to create an efficient, economical 
alternative to traditional litigation for prompt resolution of disputes 
in District Court. Subject to the opt-in of Superior Court cases under 
Arb.Rule 1(b), the rules provide for court-ordered arbitration of 
District Court actions because District Court actions are typically 
suitable for consideration in the manner provided in these rules and 
Superior Court actions are covered by another dispute resolution pro- 
gram. The $15,000 jurisdictional limit by statute and Arb.Rule 1 
applies only to the claim(s) actually asserted, even though the 
claim(s) is or are based on a statute providing for multiple damages, 
e.g. N.C.Gen.Stat. §§ 1-538, 75-16. An arbitrator may award damages 
in any amount which a party is entitled to recover. These rules do not 
affect the jurisdiction or functions of the magistrates where they have 
been assigned such jurisdiction. Counsel are expected to value their 
cases reasonably without Court involvement. 
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“Family law matters” in Arb.Rule 1(a)(1)(iv) includes all family 
law cases such as divorce, guardianship, adoptions, juvenile matters, 
child support, custody, and visitation. “Summary ejectments” and 
“special proceedings”, referred to in Arb.Rule 1(a)(vi), are actions so 
designated by the General Statutes. 


RULE 2. ARBITRATORS 
(a) Selection. 


(1) The Court shall approve and maintain a list of qualified 
arbitrators, which shall be a public record. The parties 
may stipulate to an arbitrator on the Court’s list within 
the first 20 days after the 60-day period fixed in 
Arb.Rule 8(b). If there is no stipulation, the Court shall 
appoint an arbitrator from the list and notify the parties 
of the arbitrator selected. 


(2) Parties may choose an arbitrator who is not on the 
Court’s list provided the arbitrator consents, the Court 
approves the choice, and the arbitrator otherwise 
meets all the requirements of Arb.Rule 2 with the 
exception of the requirement to complete the arbitra- 
tor training as prescribed by the Administrative Office 
of the Courts. The stipulation of agreement on an arbi- 
trator, the arbitrator’s consent, and the court order 
approving such stipulation shall be filed within the 
same 20-day period for choosing an arbitrator on the 
Court’s list. 


(b) Eligibility. An arbitrator shall be a member in good stand- 
ing of the North Carolina State Bar and have been licensed to practice 
law for five years. The arbitrator shall have been admitted in North 
Carolina for at least the last two years of the five-year period. 
Admission outside North Carolina may be considered for the balance 
of the five-year period, so long as the arbitrator was admitted as a 
duly licensed member of the bar of a state(s) or a territory(ies) of the 
United States or the District of Columbia. In addition, an arbitrator 
shall complete the arbitrator training course prescribed by the 
Administrative Office of the Courts and be approved by the Chief 
District Court Judge for such service. Arbitrators so approved shall 
serve at the pleasure of the appointing Court. 


(c) Fees and Expenses. Arbitrators shall be paid a $75 fee by 
the Court for each arbitration hearing when they file their awards 
with the Court. An arbitrator may be reimbursed for expenses actu- 
ally and necessarily incurred in connection with an arbitration hear- 
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ing and paid a reasonable fee not exceeding $75 for work on a case 
not resulting in a hearing upon the arbitrator’s written application to 
and approval by the Chief Judge of the District Court. 


(d) Oath of Office. Arbitrators shall take an oath or affirmation 
similar to that prescribed in N.C.Gen.Stat. § 11-11, in a form approved 
by the Administrative Office of the Courts, before conducting any 
hearings. 


(e) Arbitrator Ethics; Disqualification. Arbitrators shall 
comply with the Canons of Ethics for Arbitrators promulgated by the 
Supreme Court of North Carolina. Arbitrators shall be disqualified 
and must recuse themselves in accordance with the Canons. 


(f) Replacement of Arbitrator. If an arbitrator is disqualified, 
recused, unable, or unwilling to serve, a replacement shall be 
appointed by the Court from the list of arbitrators. 


Administrative History 


Pilot Rule Adopted: 28 August 1986. 

Pilot Rule Amended: 4 March 1987. 

Permanent Rule Adopted: 14 September 1989. 
Amended: 8 March 1990—(a) and (b). 

Amended: 1 August 1995—(b). 

Amended: 1 January 2003—(a), (b), (c), (e), and (f). 


Comment 


Under Arb.Rule 2(a) the parties have a right to choose one arbi- 
trator from the list if they wish to do so, but they have the burden of 
taking the initiative uf they want to make the selection, and they 
must do it promptly. 


When assigning arbitrators to serve in cases, the Court is encour- 
aged to regularly use all arbitrators on the Court’s list as established 
in Arb. Rule 2(a). 


The parties in a particular case may choose a person to be an 
arbitrator who is not on the list required by Arb.Rule 2(a)(1), pro- 
vided that person consents, the choice is approved by the Chief 
District Court Judge, and the person otherwise meets the require- 
ments of Arb.Rule Z. The stipulation of agreement on an arbitrator, 
the arbitrator’s consent, and the order approving such stipulation and 
consent must be filed within the 20-day period mentioned in Arb.Rule 


2(a)(1). 


Under Arb.Rule 2(c) filing of the award is the final act at which 
payment should be made, closing the matter for the arbitrator. The 
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arbitrator should make the award when the hearing is concluded. 
Hearings must be brief and expedited so that an arbitrator can hear at 
least three per day. See Arb.Rule 3(n). 


Payments and expense reimbursements authorized by Arb.Rule 
2(c) are made subject to Court approval to insure conservation and 
judicial monitoring of the use of funds available for the program. 


RULE 3. ARBITRATION HEARINGS 


(a) Hearing Scheduled by the Court. Arbitration hearings 
shall be scheduled by the Court and held in a courtroom, if available, 
or in any other public room suitable for conducting judicial proceed- 
ings and shall be open to the public. 


(b) Prehearing Exchange of Information. At least 10 days 
before the date set for the hearing, the parties shall exchange: 


(1) Lists of witnesses they expect to testify; 


(2) Copies of documents or exhibits they expect to offer in 
evidence; and 


(3) A brief statement of the issues and their contentions. 


Parties may agree in writing to rely on stipulations and/or 
statements, sworn or unsworn, rather than a formal presentation of 
witnesses and documents, for all or part of the hearing. Failure to 
comply with Arb.Rule 3(b) may be cause for sanctions under 
Arb.Rule 3(1). Each party shall bring to the hearing and provide to the 
arbitrator a copy of these materials. These materials shall not be filed 
with the Court or included in the case file. 


(c) Exchanged Documents Considered Authenticated. Any 
document exchanged may be received in the hearing as evidence 
without further authentication; however, the party against whom it is 
offered may subpoena and examine as an adverse witness anyone 
who is the author, custodian, or a witness through whom the docu- 
ment might otherwise have been introduced. Documents not so 
exchanged may not be received if to do so would, in the arbitrator's 
opinion, constitute unfair, prejudicial surprise. 


(d) Copies of Exhibits Admissible. Copies of exchanged doc- 
uments or exhibits are admissible in arbitration hearings. 


(e) Witnesses. Witnesses may be compelled to testify under 
oath or affirmation and produce evidence by the same authority and 
to the same extent as if the hearing were a trial. The arbitrator is 
empowered and authorized to administer oaths and affirmations in 
arbitration hearings. 
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(f) Subpoenas. N.C.R.Civ.P. 45 shall apply to subpoenas for 
attendance of witnesses and production of documentary evidence at 
an arbitration hearing under these rules. 


(g) Authority of Arbitrator to Govern Hearings. Arbitrators 
shall have the authority of a trial judge to govern the conduct of hear- 
ings, except for the power to punish for contempt. The arbitrator 
shall refer all contempt matters to the Court. 


(h) Law of Evidence Used as Guide. The law of evidence does 
not apply, except as to privilege, in an arbitration hearing but shall be 
considered as a guide toward full and fair development of the facts. 
The arbitrator shall consider all evidence presented and give it the 
weight and effect the arbitrator determines appropriate. 


(i) No Ex Parte Communications With Arbitrator. No ex 
parte communications between parties or their counsel and arbitra- 
tors are permitted. 


(j) Failure to Appear; Defaults; Rehearing. If a party who 
has been notified of the date, time and place of the hearing fails to 
appear without good cause therefor, the hearing may proceed and an 
award may be made by the arbitrator against the absent party upon 
the evidence offered by the parties present, but not by default for fail- 
ure to appear or by dismissing the case. If a party is in default for any 
other reason but no judgment has been entered upon the default pur- 
suant to N.C.R.Civ.P. 55(b) before the hearing, the arbitrator may hear 
evidence and may issue an award against the party in default. The 
Court may order a rehearing of any case in which an award was made 
against a party who failed to obtain a continuance of a hearing and 
failed to appear for reasons beyond the party’s control. Such motion 
for rehearing shall be filed with the Court within the time allowed for 
demanding trial de novo stated in Arb. Rule 5(a). 


(k) No Record of Hearing Made. No official transcript of an 
arbitration hearing shall be made. The arbitrator may permit any 
party to record the arbitration hearing in any manner that does not 
interfere with the proceeding. 


(1) Sanctions. Any party failing to attend an arbitration pro- 
ceeding shall be subject to sanctions by the Court on motion of a 
party, report of the arbitrator, or by the Court on its own motion. 
These sanctions may include those provided in N.C.R.Civ.P. 11, 
37(b)(2)(A)-37(b)(2)(D) and N.C.Gen.Stat. § 6-21.5. 


(m) Proceedings in Forma Pauperis. The right to proceed in 
forma pauperis is not affected by these rules. 
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(n) Limits of Hearings. Arbitration hearings shall be limited to 
one hour unless the arbitrator determines at the hearing that more 
time is necessary to ensure fairness and justice to the parties. 


(1) 


(2) 


A written application for a substantial enlargement of 
time for a hearing must be filed with the Court and the 
arbitrator, if appointed, and must be served on opposing 
parties at the earliest practicable time, and no later than 
the date for prehearing exchange of information under 
Arb.Rule 3(b). The Court will rule on these applications 
after consulting the arbitrator if appointed. 


An arbitrator is not required to receive repetitive or 
cumulative evidence. 


(o) Hearing Concluded. The arbitrator shall declare the hear- 
ing concluded when all the evidence is in and any arguments the arbi- 
trator permits have been completed. In exceptional cases, the arbi- 
trator has discretion to receive post-hearing briefs, but not evidence, 
if submitted within three days after the hearing has been concluded. 


(p) Parties Must Be Present at Hearings; Representation. 
All parties shall be present at hearings in person or through counsel. 
Parties may appear pro Se as permitted by law. 


(q) Motions. Designation of an action for arbitration does not 
affect a party’s right to file any motion with the Court. 


(1) 


(2) 


The Court, in its discretion, may consider and determine 
any motion at any time. It may defer consideration of 
issues raised by motion to the arbitrator for determina- 
tion in the award. Parties shall state their contentions 
regarding pending motions referred to the arbitrator in 
the exchange of information required by Arb.Rule 3(b). 


Pendency of a motion shall not be cause for delaying an 
arbitration hearing unless the Court so orders. 


Administrative History 


Pilot Rule Adopted: 28 August 1986. 

Pilot Rule Amended: 4 March 1987. 

Permanent Rule Adopted: 14 Septernber 1989. 

Amended: 8 March 1990—(b), (j), (0), and (q). 

Amended: 1 January 2003—(a), (b), (g), G@), @, ), (0), (p), and (q). 


Comment 


Good faith compliance with Arb.Rule 3(b) is required by profes- 
sional courtesy and fairness as well as the spirit of these rules. 
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Failure to comply with Arb.Rule 3(b) may justify a sanction of limit- 
ing of evidence otherwise admissible under Arb.Rules 3(c)-3(f) and 


3(g). 


Arb.Rule 3(d) contemplates that the arbitrator shall return all evi- 
dence submitted when the hearing is concluded and the award has 
been made. Original documents and exhibits should not be marked in 
any way to identify them with the arbitration, to avoid possible prej- 
udice in any future trial. | 


The purpose of Arb.Rule 3(n) is to ensure that hearings are lim- 
ited and expedited. Failure to limit and expedite the hearings defeats 
the purpose of these rules. In this connection, note the option in 
Arb.Rule 3(b) for use of prehearing stipulations and/or sworn or 
unsworn statements to meet time limits. 


Under Arb.Rule 3(0) the declaration that the hearing is concluded 
by the arbitrator formally marks the end of the hearing. Note 
Arb.Rule 4(a), which requires the arbitrator to file the award within 
three days after the hearing is concluded or post-hearing briefs are 
received. The usual practice should be a statement of the award at the 
close of the hearing, without submission of briefs. In the unusual case 
where an arbitrator is willing to receive post-hearing briefs, the arbi- 
trator should specify the points to be addressed promptly and suc- 
cinctly. Time limits in these rules are governed by N.C.R. Civ. P. 6 and 
N.C.Gen.Stat. §§ 103-4, 103-5. 


Arb.Rule 3(p) requires that all parties be present in person or 
through counsel. The presence of the parties or their counsel is nec- 
essary for presentation of the case to the arbitrator. Rule 3(p) does 
not require that a party or any representative of a party have author- 
ity to make binding decisions on the party’s behalf in the matters in 
controversy. 


The rules do not establish a separate standard for pro se repre- 
sentation in court-ordered arbitrations. Instead, pro se representation 
in court-ordered arbitrations is governed by applicable principles of 
North Carolina law in that area. See Arb.Rule 3(p). Conformance of 
practice in court-ordered arbitrations with the applicable law, what- 
ever it may provide, is ensured by providing that pro se representa- 
tion be “as permitted by law.” 


Under Arb.Rule 3(q)(1), the Court will rule on prehearing motions 
which dispose of all or part of the case on the pleadings, or which 
relate to procedural management of the case. The Court will normally 
defer to the arbitrator’s consideration motions addressed to the 
merits of a claim requiring a hearing, the taking of evidence, or exam- 
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ination of records and documents other than the pleadings and 
motion papers, except in cases in which an N.C.R.Civ.P. 12(b) motion 
is filed in lieu of a responsive pleading. 


RULE 4. THE AWARD 


(a) Filing the Award. The award shall be in writing, signed by 
the arbitrator and filed with the clerk within three days after the hear- 
ing is concluded or the receipt of post-hearing briefs, whichever is 
later. 


(b) Findings; Conclusions; Opinions. No findings of fact and 
conclusions of law or opinions supporting an award are required. 


(c) Scope of Award. The award must resolve alli issues raised 
by the pleadings, may be in any amount supported by the evidence, 
shall include interest as provided by law, and may include attorney’s 
fees as allowed by law. 


(d) Copies of Award to Parties. The arbitrator shall deliver a 
copy of the award to all of the parties or their counsel at the conclu- 
sion of the hearing or the Court shall serve the award after filing. A 
record shall be made by the arbitrator or the Court of the date and 
manner of service. 


Administrative History 


Pilot Rule Adopted: 28 August 1986. 

Pilot Rule Amended: 4 March 1987. 
Permanent Rule Adopted: 14 September 1989. 
Amended: | January 2003—(a), (c), and (d). 


Comment 


Ordinarily, the arbitrator should issue the award at the conclu- 
sion of the hearing. See Arb.Rule 4(a). If the arbitrator wants post- 
hearing briefs, the arbitrator must receive them within three days, 
consider them, and file the award within three days thereafter. See 
Arb.Rule 3(o) and its Comment. If the arbitrator deems it appropriate, 
the arbitrator may explain orally the basis of the award. 


RULE 5. TRIAL DE NOVO 


(a) Trial De Novo as of Right. Any party not in default for a 
reason subjecting that party to judgment by default who is dissatis- 
fied with an arbitrator’s award may have a trial de novo as of right 
upon filing a written demand for trial de novo with the Court, and 
service of the demand on all parties, on an approved form within 30 
days after the arbitrator’s award has been served, or within 10 days 
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after an adverse determination of an Arb.Rule 3(j) motion to rehear. 
Demand for jury trial pursuant to N.C.R.Civ.P. 38(b) does not preserve 
the right to a trial de novo. A demand by any party for a trial de novo 
in accordance with this section is sufficient to preserve the right of 
all other parties to a trial de novo. Any trial de novo pursuant to this 
section shall include all claims in the action. 


(b) Filing Fee. The first party filing a demand for trial de novo 
shall pay a filing fee equivalent to the arbitrator's compensa- 
tion, which shall be held by the Court until the case is terminated. 
The fee shall be returned to the demanding party only upon written 
order of the trial judge finding that the position of the demanding 
party has been improved over the arbitrator’s award. Otherwise, the 
filing fee shall be deposited into the Judicial Department’s General 
Fund. 


(c) No Reference to Arbitration in Presence of Jury. A trial 
de novo shall be conducted as if there had been no arbitration pro- 
ceeding. No reference may be made to prior arbitration proceedings 
in the presence of a jury without consent of all parties to the arbitra- 
tion and the Court’s approval. 


(d) No Evidence of Arbitration Admissible. No evidence 
that there have been arbitration proceedings or of statements made 
and conduct occurring in arbitration proceedings may be admitted in 
a trial de novo, or in any subsequent proceeding involving any of the 
issues in or parties to the arbitration, without the consent of all par- 
ties to the arbitration and the Court’s approval. 


(e) Arbitrator Not to Be Called as Witness. An arbitrator 
may not be deposed or called as a witness to testify concerning any- 
thing said or done in an arbitration proceeding in a trial de novo or 
any subsequent civil or administrative proceeding involving any of 
the issues in or parties to the arbitration. The arbitrator’s notes are 
privileged and not subject to discovery. 


(f) Judicial Immunity. The arbitrator shall have judicial immu- 
nity to the same extent as a trial judge with respect to the arbitrator’s 
actions in the arbitration proceeding. 


Administrative History 


Pilot Rule Adopted: 28 August 1986. 

Pilot Rule Amended: 4 March 1987. 
Permanent Rule Adopted: 14 September 1989. 
Amended: 8 March 1990—(a), (b), (e), and (f). 
Amended: 1 January 2008 (a), (b), (c), and (d). 
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RULE 6. THE COURT’S JUDGMENT 


(a) Termination of Action Before Judgment. Dismissals or a 
consent judgment may be filed at any time before entry of judgment 
on an award. 


(b) Judgment Entered on Award. If the case is not terminated 
by dismissal or consent judgment, and no party files a demand for 
trial de novo within 30 days after the award is served, the clerk or the 
Court shall enter judgment on the award, which shall have the same 
effect as a consent judgment in the action. A copy of the Judgment 
shall be served.on all parties or their counsel. 


Administrative History 


Pilot Rule Adopted: 28 August 1986. 

Pilot Rule Amended: 4 March 1987. 
Permanent Rule Adopted: 14 Septernber 1989. 
Amended: 8 March 1990—(b). 

Amended: 1 January 2003—(a) and (b). 


Comment 


A judgment entered on the arbitrator’s award is not appealable 
because there is no record for review by an appellate court. A trial de 
novo is not an “appeal,” in the sense of an appeal to the North 
Carolina Court of Appeals from Superior Court or District Court, 
from the arbitrator’s award. By failing to demand a trial de novo the 
right to appeal is waived. 


RULE 7. COSTS 


(a) Arbitration Costs. The arbitrator may include in an award 
court costs accruing through the arbitration proceedings in favor of 
the prevailing party. 


(b) Costs Denied if Party Does Not Improve Position in 
Trial De Novo. A party demanding trial de novo whose position is 
not improved at the trial may be denied costs in connection with the 
arbitration proceeding by the trial judge, even though that party pre- 
vails at trial. 


Administrative History 


Pilot Rule Adopted: 28 August 1986. 

Pilot Rule Amended: 4 March 1987. 
Permanent Rule Adopted: 14 September 1989. 
Amended: 8 March 1990—(c). 

Amended: 1 January 2003—(b) and (c). 
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RULE 8. ADMINISTRATION 


(a) Actions Designated for Arbitration. The Court shall des- 
ignate actions eligible for arbitration upon the filing of the complaint 
or docketing of an appeal from a magistrate’s judgment and give 
notice of such designation to the parties. 


(b) Hearings Rescheduled; 60 Day Limit; Continuance. 


(1) The Court shall schedule hearings with notice to the par- 
ties to begin within 60 days after: (i) the docketing of an 
appeal from a magistrate’s judgment, (ii) the filing of the 
last responsive pleading, or (iii) the expiration of the 
time allowed for the filing of such pleading. 


(2) A hearing may be scheduled, rescheduled, or continued 
to a date after the time allowed by this rule only by the 
Court before whom the case is pending upon a written 
motion and a showing of a strong and compelling reason 
to do so. 


(c) Date of Hearing Advanced by Agreement. A hearing 
may be held earlier than the date set by the Court, by agreement of 
the parties with Court approval. 


(d) Forms. Forms for use in these arbitration proceedings must 
be approved by the Administrative Office of the Courts. 


(e) Delegation of Nonjudicial Functions. To conserve judi- 
cial resources and facilitate the effectiveness of these rules, the Court 
may delegate nonjudicial, administrative duties and functions to sup- 
porting Court personnel and authorize them to require compliance 
with approved procedures. 


(f) Definitions. “Court” as used in these rules means: 


(1) The Chief District Court Judge or the delegate of such 
judge; or 


(2) Any assigned judge exercising the Court’s jurisdiction 
and authority in an action. 


Administrative History 


Pilot Rule Adopted: 28 August 1986. 

Pilot Rule Amended: 4 March 1987. 

Permanent Rule Adopted: 14 September 1989. 
Amended: 8 March 1990—(a), (b), (d), and (f). 
Amended: 1 January 2003—(a), (b), (c), (e), and (Cf). 
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Comment 


One goal of these rules is to expedite disposition of claims filed 
in District Court. See Arb.Rule 8(a). The 60 days in Arb.Rule 8(b)(1) 
will allow for discovery, trial preparation, pretrial motions disposi- 
tion and calendaring. A motion to continue a hearing will be heard by 
a judge mindful of this goal. Continuances may be granted when a 
party or counsel is entitled to such under law, e.g. N.C.R.Civ.P. 40(b); 
rule of court, e.g. N.C.Prac.R. 3; or customary practice. 


Any settlement reached prior to the scheduled arbitration hearing 
must be reported by the parties to the Court official administering the 
arbitration. The parties must file dismissals or a consent judgment 
prior to the scheduled hearing to close the case without a hearing. If 
the dismissals or consent judgment are not filed before the scheduled 
hearing, the parties should appear at the hearing to have their agree- 
ment entered as the award of the arbitrator. 


RULE 9. APPLICATION OF RULES 


These Rules shall apply to cases filed on or after their effective 
date and to pending cases submitted by agreement of the parties 
under Arb.Rule 1(b) or referred to arbitration by order of the Court in 
those districts designated for court-ordered arbitration in accordance 
with G.S. §§ 7A-37 and 7A-37.1 


Administrative History 


Pilot Rule Adopted: 28 August 1986. 

Pilot Rule Amended: 4 March 1987. 
Permanent Rule Adopted: 14 September 1989. 
Amended: 8 March 1990. 

Amended: 1 January 2003. 


Comment 


A common set of rules has been adopted. These rules may be 
amended only by the Supreme Court of North Carolina. The enabling 
legislation, G.S. §§ 7A-37 and 7A-37.1, vests rule-making authority in 
the Supreme Court, and this includes amendments. 


In the Supreme Court of North Carolina 


Order Adopting Amendments to the Rules for the 
Dispute Resolution Commission 


WHEREAS, section 7A-38.2 of the North Carolina General 
Statutes establishes the Dispute Resolution Commission under 
the Judicial Department and charges it with the administration of 
mediator certification and regulation of mediator conduct and de- 
certification, and 


WHEREAS, N.C.G.S. § 7A-38.2(b) provides for this Court to 
implement section 7A-38.2 by adopting rules and regulations govern- 
ing the operation of the Commission, 


NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-38.2(b), the Rules 
for the Dispute Resolution Commission are hereby amended to read 
as in following pages. These Rules shall be effective on the 19th day 
of December 2002. 


Adopted by the Court in conference the 19th day of December, 
2002. The Appellate Division Reporter shall publish the Rules for the 
Dispute Resolution Commission in their entirety at the earliest prac- 
ticable date. 


Butterfield, J. 
For the Court 


736 


DISPUTE RESOLUTION COMMISSION 737 


RULES OF THE NORTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT 
FOR THE DISPUTE RESOLUTION COMMISSION 


I. OFFICERS OF THE COMMISSION. 


A. Officers. The Commission shall establish the offices of Chair, 
Vice-Chair, and Secretary/Treasurer. 


B. Appointment; Elections. 


1. The Chair shall be appointed for a two year term and shall 
serve at the pleasure of the Chief Justice of the North Carolina 
Supreme Court. 


2. The Vice-Chair and Secretary/Treasurer shall be elected by 
vote of the full Commission and shall serve two year terms. 


C. Committees. 


1. The Chair may appoint such standing and ad hoc commit- 
tees as are needed and designate Commission members to serve 
as committee chairs. 


2. The Chair may;-—with—apprevatef+he—Aitt_ Commission, 


appoint ex-officio members to serve on either standing or ad hoc 
committees. Ex-officio members may vote upon issues before 
committees but not upon issues before the Commission. Ex-offi- 
cio members shall serve for a one-year term. 


II. COMMISSION OFFICE; STAFF. 


A. Office. The Chair, in consultation with the Director of the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, is authorized to establish and 
maintain an office for the conduct of Commission business. 


B. Staff. The Chair, in consultation with the Director of the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, is authorized to appoint an 
Executive Secretary and to: (1) fix his or her terms of employment, 
salary, and benefits; (2) determine the scope of his or her authority 
and duties and (3) delegate to the Executive Secretary the authority 
to employ necessary secretarial and staff assistants, with the 
approval of the Director of the Administrative Office of the Courts. 


Til. COMMISSION MEMBERSHIP. 


A. Vacancies. Upon the death, resignation or permanent inca- 
pacitation of a member of the Commission, the Chair shall notify the 
appointing authority and request that the vacancy created by the 
death, resignation or permanent incapacitation be filled. The appoint- 
ment of a successor shall be for the former member’s unexpired term. 
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B. Disqualifications. If, for any reason, a Commission member 
becomes disqualified to serve, that member’s appointing authority 
shall be notified and requested to take appropriate action. If a mem- 
ber resigns or is removed, the appointment of a successor shall be for 
the former member’s unexpired term. 


C. Conflicts of Interest and Recusals. All members and ex- 
officio members of the Commission must: 


1. Disclose any present or prior interest or involvement in any 
matter pending before the Commission or its committees for 
decision upon which the member or ex-officio member is entitled 
to vote. 


2. Recuse himself or herself from voting on any such matter if his 
or her impartiality might reasonably be questioned; and 


3. Continue to inform themselves and to make disclosures of sub- 
sequent facts and circumstances requiring recusal. 


D. Compensation. Pursuant to N. C. Gen. Stat. § 138-5, ex- 
officio members of the Commission shall receive no compensation 
for their services but may be reimbursed for their out-of-pocket 
expenses necessarily incurred on behalf of the Commission and for 
their mileage, subsistence and other travel expenses at the per diem 
rate established by statutes and regulations applicable to state boards 
and commissions. 


IV. MEETINGS OF THE COMMISSION. 


A. Meeting Schedule. The Commission shall meet at least twice 
each year pursuant to a schedule set by the Commission and in spe- 
cial sessions at the call of the Chair or other officer acting for the 
Chair. 


B. Quorum. A majority of Commission members shall constitute 
a quorum. Decisions shall be made by a majority of the members 
present and voting except that decisions to discipline or decertify a 
mediator or mediator training program shall require an affirmative 
vote of 8 members. 


C. Public Meetings. All meetings of the Commission and min- 
utes of such meetings shall be open and available to the public except 
that meetings or portions of meetings involving potentially adverse 
actions against mediators or mediation training programs may be 
treated as confidential. 


D. Matters Requiring Immediate Action. If, in the opinion of 
the Chair, any matter requires a decision or other action before the 
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next regular meeting of the Commission and does not warrant the 
call of a special meeting, it may be referred _to the Executive 
Committee. The Executive Committee may be considered the matter 
and e@ vote or take other action as appropriate teken by corre- 
spondence, telephone, facsimile, or other practicable method; pro- 
vided, all formal action taken by the Executive Committee 
Conuissien—decisions—taken—are is reported to the Kxeeutie 
Seeretary Commission and included in the minutes of Commission 
proceedings. 


V. COMIMISSION’S BUDGET. 


The Commission, in consultation with the Director of the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, shall prepare an annual budget. 
The budget and supporting financial information shall be public 
records. 


VI. POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION. 


The Commission shall have the authority to undertake activities 
to expand public awareness of dispute resolution procedures, to fos- 
ter growth of dispute resolution services in this State and to ensure 
the availability of high quality mediation training programs and the 
competence of mediators. Specifically, the Commission is authorized 
and directed to do the following: 


A. Review and approve or disapprove applications of (1) per- 
sons seeking to have training programs certified; (2) persons 
seeking certification as qualified to provide mediation training; 
(3) attorneys and non-attorneys seeking certification as qualified 
to conduct mediated settlement conferences and (4) persons or 
organizations seeking reinstatement following a prior suspension or 
decertification. 


B. Review applications as against criteria for certification set 
forth in the Rules Implementing Mediated Settlement Conferences 
(Rules) and as against such other requirements of the North Carolina 
Supreme Court Dispute Resolution Commission or the Commission 
which amplify and clarify those Ru/es. The Commission may adopt 
application forms and require their completion for approval. 


C. Compile and maintain lists of certified trainers and training 
programs along with the names of contact persons, addresses, and 
telephone numbers and make those lists available upon request. 


D. Institute periodic review of training programs and trainer 
qualifications and re-certify trainers and training programs that con- 
tinue to meet criteria for certification. Trainers and training programs 
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that are not re-certified, shall be removed from the lists of certified 
trainers and certified training programs. 


E. Compile and keep current a list of certified mediators, which 
specifies the judicial districts in which each mediator wishes to prac- 
tice. Periodically disseminate copies of that list to each judicial dis- 
trict with a mediated settlement conferences program, and make the 
list available upon request to any attorney, organization, or member 
of the public seeking it. 


F. Prepare and keep current biographical information on certi- 
fied mediators who wish to appear in the Mediator Information 
Directory contemplated in the Rules. Periodically disseminate 
updated biographical information to Senior Resident Superior Court 
Judges, Chief District Court Judges, Clerks of Superior Court, and 
Trial Court Administrators in districts in which mediators wish to 
serve, and 


G. Make reasonable efforts on a continuing basis to ensure that 
the judiciary, clerks of court, court administration personnel, attor- 
neys, and to the extent feasible, parties to mediation, are aware of the 
Commission and its office and the Commission’s duty to receive and 
hear complaints against mediators and mediation trainers and train- 
ing programs. 


VII. MEDIATOR CONDUCT. 


The conduct of all mediators, mediation.trainers and managers of 
mediation training programs must conform to the Standards of 
Professional Conduct adopted by the Commission and the standards 
of any professional organization of which such person is a member 
that are not in conflict nor inconsistent with the Commission’s 
Standards. A certified mediator shall inform the Commission of any 
complaint filed against or disciplinary action imposed upon the medi- 
ator by any other professional organization. Failure to do so is a vio- 
lation of these Rules. Violations of the Commission’s Standards or 
other professional standards or any conduct otherwise discovered 
reflecting a lack of moral character or fitness to conduct mediations 
or which discredits the Commission, the courts or the mediation 
process may subject a mediator to disciplinary proceedings by the 
Commission. The Commission may, through a standing committee, 
render advisory opinions on questions of ethics submitted by certi- 
fied mediators. 
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VIII. COMPLAINT AND HEARING PROCEDURES 
A. Initiation of Complaints. 


1. By the Commission. Any member of the Commission or its 
Executive Secretary may bring to the attention of the full Commission 
any matter concerning the character, conduct or fitness to practice as 
a mediator or any matter concerning a certified mediation training 
program. The Commission may authorize the Executive Secretary to 
conduct an inquiry, including gathering information and interviewing 
persons. The Executive Secretary shall seek to resolve the matter in 
a manner acceptable to all parties. After reviewing the report of the 
Executive Secretary, the Commission may authorize a complaint 
against a mediator, trainer or training program. The Chair of the 
Commission shall appoint a panel to conduct a hearing if a complaint 
is filed. Such hearing shall be conducted in accordance with proce- 
dures set forth in subsection D. 


2. By_a Citizen. Any person, including mediation participants, 
attorneys for participants, and interested third parties such as insur- 
ance company representatives, may file with the Commission a com- 
plaint involving the character, conduct or the fitness to practice of a 
mediator. Any person, including a training program participant, may 
file a complaint with the Commission against a certified mediation 
training program or against any individual responsible for conduct- 
ing, administering or promoting such a training program. 


B. Form. 


All complaints shall be reduced to writing on a form approved by 
the Commission. 


C. Preliminary Inquiry; Resolution; Action. 


1. The Executive Secretary of the Commission shall seek to 
resolve the issues raised by complaints authorized by subsection 
A.(2), through contacts with the complaining party, the mediator, 
trainer, representative of the training program or others. The 
Executive Secretary may consult with the chair or any member of the 
Commission for guidance or assistance in the informa! resolution of 
complaints. In the event the Executive Secretary is unable to resolve 
a complaint in a manner acceptable to all parties, the Executive 
Secretary shall forward a copy of the complaint and the written 
results of any investigation to the Chair. fee-further-eensideration. 


2 The-Che; ; £4] ae 
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raised-by—theeomptaint. The Chair shall appoint a panel of three 
Commission members to review the written complaint, any written 
response of the mediator to the complaint, any written response of 
the complaining party rebutting the mediator’s response, and _ the 
report of the Executive Secretary to determine whether the allega- 
tions merit a hearing. The members of the panel shall disclose any 
conflicts of interest or other information bearing on their neutrality. 
Any chailenge to the membership of the panel shall be addressed to 
the Chair who shall take appropriate action. The members of the 
panel may interview the complainant, the mediator or any other indi- 
vidual who has relevant information. Within sixty days of their 
appointment, the panel shall file a written report with the Chair stat- 
ing whether the members have determined a hearing is merited. After 
reviewing the panel’s recommendation, the Commission shall make 
the final determination as to whether a hearing will be conducted. If 
no hearing is to be held, a copy of the panel’s report shall be for- 
warded to the complaining party and the mediator. If a hearing is to 
be conducted, the panel’s report will be confidential. 


D. Hearings. 


1. Hearing Panel. If a hearing is to be held, the Chair of the 
Commission shall appoint a panel of three Commissioners. +6-een- 
duetthehearme Those appointed shall not have served on the review 

panel. Fre+three-Commissierners Those appointed shall make such 
disclosures as required by Section IJI.C. The panel shall elect one of 
its members to serve as Chair. eftke-pareb 








2. Notice. The Executive Secretary shall serve a copy of the writ- 
ten complaint on all parties along with notice of a date, time, location 
of the hearing and the names of panel members appointed to conduct 
the hearing. The hearing shall be held within sixty (60) days after the 
date notice is served. 


3. Challenges. Any challenge to the membership of the panel 
shail be addressed to the Chair who shall take appropriate action. 


4. Response. Within twenty (20) days after service of the com- 
plaint and notice of hearing, the person(s) or organization(s) that are 
the subject(s) of the complaint (designated as “respondents”), may 
file a written response, by hand-delivery or registered or certified 
mail, with the Executive Secretary at the office established by the 
Commission. The Chair of the Commission ard or the Chair of the 
pane nialy een’ the aes ten Aletta dans to respond @n 

p¥s if good 
cause therefor is how ina waiter pion filed within the 
twenty (20) days allowed for response. Failure to file a timely 
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response may be considered by the hearing panel. Within ten (10) 


days after the response is served on the complaining party, he or she 
may file a reply to the response. The Chair of the Commission or the 


a a a 


Chair of the panel may grant the complaining party five (5) additional 
days to reply to the response if good cause therefor is shown in a 
written application filed within the ten (10) days allowed for replying 
to the response. 


E. Hearing Procedures. 


1. By appointment with the Executive Secretary, parties may 
examine all relevant documents and evidence in the Commission 
office prior to the hearing. With the approval of the Executive 
Secretary, copies of relevant documents and evidence may be mailed 
to a requesting party or parties. 


2. The specific procedure to be followed in a hearing shall be 
determined by the panel with the primary objective being a just, fair 
and prompt resolution of all issues raised in a complaint. The Rules 
of Evidence shall be relied on as a guide to that end but need not be 
considered binding. The panel shall be the judge of the relevance and 
materiality and weight of the evidence offered. 


3. Neither the complainant nor any party shall have any ex parte 
communications with the members of the panel, except with respect 
to scheduling matters. 


4. The panel may, in special circumstances and for good cause 
(especially, when there is no objection), permit an attorney to repre- 
sent a party by telephone or receive evidence by telephone with such 
limitations and conditions as it may find just and reasonable. 


5. No official transcript of the proceedings need be made. The 
panel may permit any party to record a hearing in any manner that 
does not interfere with the proceeding. 


6. If the complainant falls to appear at a hearing or provide evi- 
dence in support of the complaint, it may be dismissed for want of 
prosecution and reinstated only on a showing of good cause for the 
default. 


7. If a person or organization, the subject of a complaint, fails to 
appear at a scheduled hearing or to participate in good faith or to oth- 
erwise respond, the panel may proceed to a decision on the evidence 
before it. 


F Panel Decision. 


1. A panel may dismiss a complaint at any point in the proceed- 
ings and file a written report stating the reason for the dismissal. 
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2. If after a hearing, a majority of the panel finds there is sub- 
stantial and competent evidence to support the imposition of sanc- 
tions against a mediator or any person or organization, the panel may 
recommend to the full Commission imposition of one or more appro- 
priate sanctions, including the following: 


a. written admonishment,; 
b. additional training to be completed; 


. restriction on types of cases to be mediated in the future; 


Oo. 


. Suspension for a specified term; 


e. decertification; or 


mh 


imposition of costs of the proceeding. 


3. If there is a finding that the complaint was frivolous or made 
with the intent to vex or harass the person or training program com- 
plained about, the Commission may assess costs of the proceeding 
against a complaining party. 


4. The Chair of the panel shall promptly forward a written report 
of the panel’s decision and recommendation, if any, to the Executive 
Secretary who shall, in turn, mail copies to the Chair and to the par- 
ties by registered or certified mail. 


IX. COMMISSION DECISION. 


A. Final action on any panel recommendation for discipline or 
adverse personnel action is reserved for Commission decision. 


B. If a decision is made or an agreement reached limiting a medi- 
ator’s service to specified types of cases or to suspend or decertify a 
mediator, trainer or training program, the Executive Secretary shall 
notify, appropriate judicial districts in writing of the sanction. If a 
training program’s certification is suspended or revoked, the 
Executive Secretary shall remove that program from the list of certi- 
fied training programs. 


C. All decisions of the Commission are public records. 
X. INTERNAL OPERATING PROCEDURES. 


A. The Commission may adopt and publish internal operating 
procedures and policies for the conduct of Commission business. 


B. The Commission’s procedures and policies may be changed as 
needed on the basis of experience. 


In the Supreme Court of North Carolina 


Order Adopting Amendments to the Rules Implementing 
Settlement Procedures in Equitable Distribution 
and Other Family Financial Cases 


WHEREAS, section 7A-38.4A of the North Carolina General 
Statutes establishes a program in district court to provide for settle- 
ment procedures to expedite settlement of equitable distribution and 
other family financial cases, and 


WHEREAS, N.C.G.S.§ 7A-38.A(a) provides for this Court to imple- 
ment section 7A-38.4A by adopting rules and amendments to rules 


NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-38.4(a), Rules 
Implementing Settlement Procedures in Equitable Distribution and 
Other Family Financial Cases are hereby amended to read as in the 
following pages. These amended Rules shall be effective on the 21st 
of November, 2002. 


Adopted by the Court in conference the 21st day of November, 
2002. The Appellate Division Reporter shall publish the Rules 
Implementing Settlement Procedures in Equitable Distribution and 
Other Family Financial Cases in their entirety, as amended through 
this action, at the earliest practicable date. 


Butterfield, J. 
For the Court 
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RULES OF THE NORTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT 
IMPLEMENTING SETTLEMENT PROCEDURES IN 
EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION AND OTHER 
FAMILY FINANCIAL CASES 


RULE 1. INITIATING SETTLEMENT PROCEDURES 


A. PURPOSE OF MANDATORY SETTLEMENT 
PROCEDURES. 


Pursuant to G.S. 7A-38.4A, these Rules are promulgated to 
implement a system of settlement events which are designed 
to focus the parties’ attention on settlement rather than on 
trial preparation and to provide a structured opportunity for 
settlement negotiations to take place. Nothing herein is 
intended to limit or prevent the parties from engaging in set- 
tlement procedures voluntarily at any time before or after 
those ordered by the Court pursuant to these Rules. 


B. DUTY OF COUNSEL TO CONSULT WITH CLIENTS 
AND OPPOSING COUNSEL CONCERNING SETTLE- 
MENT PROCEDURES. 


In furtherance of this purpose, counsel, upon being retained 
to represent any party to a district court case involving fam- 
ily financial issues, including equitable distribution, child 
support, alimony, post-separation support action, or claims 
arising out of contracts between the parties under G.S. 50- 
20(d), 52-10, 52-10.1 or 52 B shall advise his or her client 
regarding the settlement procedures approved by these Rules 
and, at or prior to the scheduling conference mandated by 
G.S. 50-21(d), shall attempt to reach agreement with opposing 
counsel on the appropriate settlement procedure for the 
action. 


C. ORDERING SETTLEMENT PROCEDURES. 


(1) Equitable Distribution Scheduling Conference. At 
the scheduling conference mandated by G.S. 50-21(d) in 
an equitable distribution action, or at such earlier time 
as specified by local rule, the Court shall include in its 
scheduling order a requirement that the parties and their 
counsel attend a mediated settlement conference or, if 
the parties agree, other settlement procedure conducted 
pursuant to these rules, unless excused by the Court 
pursuant to Rule 1.C.(6) or by the Court or mediator pur- 
suant to Rule 4.A.(2). 


(2) 


(3) 
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Scope of Settlement Proceedings. All other financial 
issues existing between the parties when the equitable 
distribution settlement proceeding is ordered, or at any 
time thereafter, may be discussed, negotiated or decided 
at the proceeding. In those districts where a child cus- 
tody and visitation mediation program has been estab- 
lished pursuant to G.S. 7A-494, child custody and 
visitation issues may be the subject of settlement pro- 
ceedings ordered pursuant to these Rules only in those 
cases in which the parties and the mediator have agreed 
to include them and in which the parties have been 
exempted from, or have fulfilled the program require- 
ments. In those districts where a child custody and visi- 
tation mediation program has not been established pur- 
suant to G.S. 7A-494, child custody and visitation issues 
may be the subject of settlement proceedings ordered 
pursuant to these Rules with the agreement of all parties 
and the mediator. 


Authorizing Settlement Procedures Other Than 
Mediated Settlement Conference. The parties and 
their attorneys are in the best position to know which 
settlement procedure is appropriate for their case. 
Therefore, the Court shall order the use of a settlement 
procedure authorized by Rules 10-12 herein or by local 
rules of the District Court in the county or district where 
the action is pending if the parties have agreed upon the 
procedure to be used, the neutral to be employed and 
the compensation of the neutral. If the parties have not 
agreed on all three items, then the Court shall order the 
parties and their counsel to attend a mediated settle- 
ment conference conducted pursuant to these Rules. 


The motion for an order to use a settlement procedure 
other than a mediated settlement conference shall be 
submitted on an AOC form at the scheduling conference 
and shall state: 


(a) the settlement procedure chosen by the parties; 


(b) the name, address and telephone number of the 
neutral selected by the parties; 


(c) the rate of compensation of the neutral; 


(d) that all parties consent to the motion. 
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(4) 


(5) 


(6) 
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Content of Order. The Court’s order shall (1) require 
the mediated settlement conference or other settlement 


proceeding be held in the case; (2) establish a deadline 


for the completion of the conference or proceeding; and 
(3) state that the parties shall be required to pay the neu- 
tral’s fee at the conclusion of the settlement conference 
or proceeding unless otherwise ordered by the Court. 
Where the settlement proceeding ordered is a judicial 
settlement conference, the parties shall not be required 
to pay for the neutral. 


The order shall be contained in the Court’s scheduling 
order, or, if no scheduling order is entered, shall be on an 
AOC form. Any scheduling order entered at the comple- 
tion of a scheduling conference held pursuant to local 
rule may be signed by the parties or their attorneys in 
lieu of submitting the forms referred to hereinafter relat- 
ing to the selection of a mediator. 


Court-Ordered Settlement Procedures in Other 
Family Financial Cases. Any party to an action involv- 
ing family financial issues not previously ordered to a 
mediated settlement conference may move the Court to 
order the parties to participate in a settlement proce- 
dure. Such motion shall be made in writing, state the rea- 
sons why the order should be allowed and be served on 
the non-moving party. Any objection to the motion or 
any request for hearing shall be filed in writing with the 
Court within 10 days after the date of the service of the 
motion. Thereafter, the Judge shall rule upon the motion 
and notify the parties or their attorneys of the ruling. If 
the Court orders a settlement proceeding, then the pro- 
ceeding shall be a mediated settlement conference con- 
ducted pursuant to these Rules. Other settlement proce- 
dures may be ordered if the circumstances outlined in 
subsection (3) above have been met. 


Motion to Dispense With Settlement Procedures. A 
party may move the Court to dispense with the mediated 
settlement conference or other settlement procedure. 
Such motion shall be in writing and shall state the rea- 
sons the relief is sought. For good cause shown, the 
Court may grant the motion. Such good cause may 
include, but not be limited to, the fact that the parties 
have participated in a settlement procedure such as non- 
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binding arbitration or early neutral evaluation prior to 
the court’s order to participate in a mediated settlement 
conference or have elected to resolve their case through 
arbitration under the Family Law Arbitration Act (G:S. 
50-41 et seq.) or that one of the parties has alleged 
domestic violence. The Court may also dispense with the 
mediated settlement conference for good cause upon its 
own motion or by local rule. 


RULE 2. SELECTION OF MEDIATOR 


A. SELECTION OF CERTIFIED FAMILY FINANCIAL 
MEDIATOR BY AGREEMENT OF THE PARTIES. The 
parties may select a certified family financial mediator certi- 
fied pursuant to these Rules by agreement by filing with the 
Court a Designation of Mediator by Agreement at the sched- 
uling conference. Such designation shall: state the name, 
address and telephone number of the mediator selected; state 
the rate of compensation of the mediator; state that the medi- 
ator and opposing counsel] have agreed upon the selection 
and rate of compensation; and state that the mediator is cer- 
tified pursuant to these Rules. 


In the event the parties wish to select a mediator who is not 
certified pursuant to these Rules, the parties may nominate 
said person by filing a Nomination of Non-Certified Family 
Financial Mediator with the Court at the scheduling confer- 
ence. Such nomination shall state the name, address and tele- 
phone number of the mediator; state the training, experience, 
or other qualifications of the mediator; state the rate of com- 
pensation of the mediator; state that the mediator and op- 
posing counsel have agreed upon the selection and rate of 
compensation, if any. The Court shall approve said nomina- 
tion if, in the Court’s opinion, the nominee is qualified to 
serve as mediator and the parties and the nominee have 
agreed upon the rate of compensation. 


Designations of mediators and nominations of mediators 
shall be made on an AOC form. A copy of each such form sub- 
mitted to the Court and a copy of the Court’s order requiring 
a mediated settlement conference shall be delivered to the 
mediator by the parties. 


B. APPOINTMENT OF CERTIFIED FAMILY FINANCIAL 
MEDIATOR BY THE COURT. If the parties cannot agree 
upon the selection of a mediator, they shall so notify the Court 
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and request that the Court appoint a mediator. The motion 
shall be filed at the scheduling conference and shall state that 
the attorneys for the parties have had a full and frank discus- 
sion concerning the selection of a mediator and have been 
unable to agree. The motion shall be on an AOC form. 


Upon receipt of a motion to appoint a mediator, or in the 
event the parties have not filed a designation or nomination 
of mediator, the Court shall appoint a certified family finan- 
cial mediator certified pursuant to these Rules under a pro- 
cedure established by said Judge and set out in local order or 
rule. 


The Dispute Resolution Commission shall furnish for the con- 
sideration of the District Court Judges of any district where 
mediated settlement conferences are authorized to be held a 
list of those certified family financial mediators who request 
appointments in said district. Said list shall contain the medi- 
ators’ names, addresses and phone numbers and shall be pro- 
vided in writing or on the Commission's web site. 


. MEDIATOR INFORMATION DIRECTORY. To assist the 


parties in the selection of a mediator by agreement, the Chief 
District Court Judge having authority over any county partic- 
ipating in the mediated settlement conference program shall 
prepare and keep current for such county a central directory 
of information on all mediators certified pursuant to these 
Rules who wish to mediate in that county. Such information 
shall be collected on loose leaf forms provided by the Dispute 
Resolution Commission and be kept in one or more note- 
books made available for inspection by attorneys and parties 
in the office of the Clerk of Court in such county and the 
office of the Chief District Court Judge or Trial Court 
Administrator in such county or, in a single county district, in 
the office of the Chief District Court Judge or said judge’s 
designee. 


. DISQUALIFICATION OF MEDIATOR. Any party may 


move a Court of the district where the action is pending for an 
order disqualifying the mediator. For good cause, such order 
shall be entered. If the mediator is disqualified, a replacement 
mediator shall be selected or appointed pursuant to Rule 2. 
Nothing in this provision shall preclude mediators from dis- 
qualifying themselves. 
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RULE 3. THE MEDIATED SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE 


A. 


WHERE CONFERENCE IS TO BE HELD. The mediated 
settlement conference shall be held in any location agreeable 
to the parties and the mediator. If the parties cannot agree to 
a location, the mediator shall be responsible for reserving a 
neutral place and making arrangements for the conference 
and for giving timely notice of the time and location of the 
conference to all attorneys and pro se parties. 


. WHEN CONFERENCE IS TO BE HELD. As a guiding 


principle, the conference should be held after the parties have 
had a reasonable time to conduct discovery but well in 
advance of the trial date. The mediator is authorized to assist 
the parties in establishing a discovery schedule and com- 
pleting discovery. 


The Court’s order issued pursuant to Rule 1.A.(1) shall state a 
deadline for completion of the conference which shall be not 
more than 150 days after issuance of the Court’s order, unless 
extended by the Court. The mediator shall set a date and time 
for the conference pursuant to Rule 6.B.(5). 


. REQUEST TO EXTEND DEADLINE FOR COMPLE- 


TION. A party, or the mediator, may move the Court to 
extend the deadline for completion of the conference. Such 
motion shall] state the reasons the extension is sought and 
shall be served by the moving party upon the other parties 
and the mediator. If any party does not consent to the motion, 
said party shall promptly communicate its objection to the 
Court. 


The Court may grant the request by entering a written order 
setting a new deadline for completion of the conference, 
which date may be set at any time prior to trial. Said order 
shall be delivered to all parties and the mediator by the per- 
son who sought the extension. 


. RECESSES. The mediator may recess the conference at any 


time and may set times for reconvening. If the time for recon- 
vening is set during the conference, no further notification is 
required for persons present at the conference. 


. THE MEDIATED SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE IS NOT 


TO DELAY OTHER PROCEEDINGS. The mediated settle- 
ment conference shall not be cause for the delay of other pro- 
ceedings in the case, including the completion of discovery, 
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the filing or hearing of motions, or the trial of the case, except 
by order of the Court. 


RULE 4. DUTIES OF PARTIES, ATTORNEYS AND OTHER PAR- 
TICIPANTS IN MEDIATED SETTLEMENT CONFERENCES 


A. ATTENDANCE. 


(1) The following persons shall attend a mediated settle- 
ment conference: 


(a) Parties. 


(b) Attorneys. At least one counsel of record for each 
party whose counsel has appeared in the action. 


(2) Any person required to attend a mediated settlement 
conference shall physically attend until such time as an 
agreement has been reached or the mediator, after con- 
ferring with the parties and their counsel, if any, declares 
an impasse. No mediator shall prolong a conference 
unduly. 


Any such person may have the attendance requirement 
excused or modified, including allowing a person to par- 
ticipate by phone, by agreement of both parties and the 
mediator or by order of the Court. Ordinarily, attorneys 
for the parties may be excused from attending only after 
they have appeared at the first session. 


B. FINALIZING BY NOTARIZED AGREEMENT, CONSENT 
ORDER AND/OR DISMISSAL. The essential terms of the 
parties’ agreement shall be reduced to writing as a summary 
memorandum at the conclusion of the conference unless the 
parties have reduced their agreement to writing, have signed 
it and in all other respects have complied with the require- 
ments of Chapter 50 of the General Statutes. The parties and 
their counsel shall use the summary memorandum as a guide 
to drafting such agreements and orders as may be required to 
give legal effect to the its terms. 


Within thirty (30) days of reaching agreement at the confer- 
ence, all final agreements and other dispositive documents 
Shall be executed by the parties and notarized, and judgments 
or voluntary dismissals shall be filed with the Court by such 
persons as the parties or the Court shall designate. In the 
event the parties fail to agree on the wording or terms of a 
final agreement or court order, the mediator may schedule 
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another session if the mediator determines that it would 
assist the parties. 


C. PAYMENT OF MEDIATOR’S FEE. The parties shall pay the 
_mediator’s fee as provided by Rule 7. 


RULE 5. SANCTIONS FOR FAILURE TO ATTEND MEDIATED 
SETTLEMENT CONFERENCES 


If any person required to attend a mediated settlement confer- 
ence fails to attend without good cause, the Court may impose 
upon that person any appropriate monetary sanction including, 
but not limited to, the payment of attorneys fees, mediator fees, 
expenses and loss of earnings incurred by persons attending the 
conference. 


A party to the action seeking sanctions, or the Court on its own 
motion, shall do so in a written motion stating the grounds for the 
motion and the relief sought. Said motion shall be served upon all 
parties and on any person against whom sanctions are being 
sought. If the Court imposes sanctions, it shall do so, after notice 
and a hearing, in a written order, making findings of fact sup- 
ported by substantial evidence and conclusions of law. (See also 
Rule 7.F. and the Comment to Rule 7.F.) 


RULE 6. AUTHORITY AND DUTIES OF MEDIATORS 
A. AUTHORITY OF MEDIATOR. 


(1) Control of Conference. The mediator shall at all times 
be in control of the conference and the procedures to be 
followed. However, the mediator’s conduct shall be gov- 
erned by standards of conduct promulgated by the 
Supreme Court #per+tke+reeommendatiorotthebispute 
Resehitier-Commissier, which shall contain a provision 
prohibiting mediators from prolonging a conference 
unduly. 


(2) Private Consultation. The mediator may communi- 
cate privately with any participant during the confer- 
ence. However, there shall be no ex parte communica- 
tion before or outside the conference between the 
mediator and any counsel or party on any matter touch- 
ing the proceeding, except with regard to scheduling 
matters. Nothing in this rule prevents the mediator from 
engaging in ex parte communications, with the consent 
of the parties, for the purpose of assisting settlement 
negotiations. 
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B. DUTIES OF MEDIATOR. 


(1) The mediator shall define and describe the following at 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


the beginning of the conference: 
(a) The process of mediation; 


(b) The differences between mediation and other forms 
of conflict resolution; 


(c) The costs of the mediated settlement conference; 


(d) That the mediated settlement conference is not 
a trial, the mediator is not a judge, and the 
parties retain their right to trial if they do not reach 
settlement; 


(e) The circumstances under which the mediator may 
meet and communicate privately with any of the 
parties or with any other person; 


(f) Whether and under what conditions communica- 
tions with the mediator will be held in confidence 
during the conference; 


(g) The inadmissibility of conduct and statements as 
provided by G.S. 7A-38.4A(j); 


(h) The duties and responsibilities of the mediator and 
the participants; and 


(i) The fact that any agreement reached will be reached 
by mutual consent. 

Disclosure. The mediator has a duty to be impartial and 

to advise all participants of any circumstance bearing on 

possible bias, prejudice or partiality. 


Declaring Impasse. It is the duty of the mediator to 
determine in a timely manner that an impasse exists and 
that the conference should end. To that end, the media- 
tor shall inquire of and consider the desires of the par- 
ties to cease or continue the conference. 


Reporting Results of Conference. The mediator shall 
report to the Court, or its designee, using an AOC form, 
within 10 days of the completion of the conference, 
whether or not an agreement was reached by the parties. 
If the case is settled or otherwise disposed of prior to 
the conference, the mediator shall file the report indi- 


(5) 


(6) 


(7) 
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cating the disposition of the case, the person who 
informed the mediator that settlement had been 
reached, and the person who will present final docu- 
ments to the court. 


If an agreement was reached at the conference, the 
report shall state whether the action will be concluded 
by consent judgment or voluntary dismissal and shall 
identify the persons designated to file such consent judg- 
ment or dismissals. If partial agreements are reached at 
the conference, the report shall state what issues remain 
for trial. The mediator’s report shall inform the Court of 
the absence without permission of any party or attorney 
from the mediated settlement conference. The 
Administrative Office of the Courts, in consultation with 
the Dispute Resolution Commission, may require the 
mediator to provide statistical data in the report for eval- 
uation of the mediated settlement conference program. 


Mediators who fail to report as required pursuant to this 
rule shall be subject to the contempt power of the court 
and sanctions. 


Scheduling and Holding the Conference. The media- 
tor shall schedule the conference and conduct it prior to 
the conference completion deadline set out in the 
Court’s order. The mediator shall make an effort to 
schedule the conference at a time that is convenient 
with all participants. In the absence of agreement, the 
mediator shall select a date and time for the conference. 
Deadlines for completion of the conference shall be 
strictly observed by the mediator unless changed by 
written order of the Court. 


Informational Brochure. Before the conference, the 
mediator shall distribute to the parties or their attorneys 
a brochure prepared by the Dispute Resolution 
Commission explaining the mediated settlement confer- 
ence process and the operations of the Commission. 


Evaluation Forms. Jhesmediates-shal-distebiatetoe+the 


ater's-prefessionalderveleopment. At the mediated settle- 
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ment conference, the mediator shall distribute a media- 


tor evaluation form approved by the Dispute Resolution 
Commission. The mediator shall distribute one copy per 
party with additional copies distributed upon request. 
The evaluation is intended for purpose of self-improve- 


ment and the mediator shall review returned evaluation 





forms. 
RULE 7. COMPENSATION OF THE MEDIATOR AND 
SANCTIONS 


A. BY AGREEMENT. When the mediator is selected by agree- 
ment of the parties, compensation shall be as agreed upon 
between the parties and the mediator. 


B. BY COURT ORDER. When the mediator is appointed by the 
Court, the parties shall compensate the mediator for media- 
tion services at the rate of $125 per hour. The parties shall 
also pay to the mediator a one-time, per case administrative 
fee of $125, which accrues upon appointment and shall be 
paid if the case settles prior to the mediated settlement con- 
ference or if the court approves the substitution of a mediator 
selected by the parties for a court appointed mediator. 


C. PAYMENT OF COMPENSATION BY PARTIES. Unless 
otherwise agreed to by the parties or ordered by the Court, 
the mediator’s fee shall be paid in equal shares by the parties. 
Payment shall be due and payable upon completion of the 
conference. 


D. INABILITY TO PAY. No party found by the Court to be 
unable to pay a full share of a mediator’s fee shall be re- 
quired to pay a full share. Any party required to pay a share of 
a mediator fee pursuant to Rule 7.B. and C. may move the 
Court to pay according to the Court’s determination of that 
party’s ability to pay. 


In ruling on such motions, the Judge may consider the income 
and assets of the movant and the outcome of the action. The 
Court shall enter an order granting or denying the party’s 
motion. In so ordering, the Court may require that one or 
more shares be paid out of the marital estate. 


Any mediator conducting a settlement conference pursuant 
to these rules shall accept as payment in full of a party’s 
share of the mediator’s fee that portion paid by or on behalf of 
the party pursuant to an order of the Court issued pursuant to 
this rule. 
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E. POSTPONEMENT FEES. As used herein, the term “post- 
ponement” shall mean rescheduling or not proceeding with a 
settlement conference once a date for the settlement confer- 
ence has been scheduled by the mediator. After a settlement. 
conference has been scheduled for a specific date, a party 
may not postpone the conference without good cause. A con- 
ference may be postponed only after notice to all parties of 
the reason for the postponement, payment to the mediator of 
a postponement fee as provided below or as agreed when the 
mediator is selected, and consent of the mediator and the 
opposing attorney. 


In cases in which the court appoints the mediator, if a settle- 
ment conference is postponed without good cause within 
seven (7) business days of the scheduled date, the fee shall be 
$125. If the settlement conference is postponed without good 
cause within three (3) business days of the scheduled date, 
the fee shall be $250. Postponement fees shall be paid by the 
party requesting the postponement unless agreed to by the 
parties. Postponement fees are in addition to the one-time, 
per case administrative fee provided for in Rule 7.B. 


F. SANCTIONS FOR FAILURE TO PAY MEDIATOR’S FEE. 
Willful failure of a party to make timely payment of that 
party’s share of the mediator’s fee (whether the one time, per 
case administrative fee, the hourly fee for mediation services, 
or any postponement fee) or willful failure of a party con- 
tending indigent status or the inability to pay his or her full 

share of the fee to promptly move the Court for a determina- 
tion of indigency or the inability to pay a full share, shall sw#b- 
jeet-+thatpartytetheeonteinptpeweroftheeourt constitute 
contempt of court and may result, following notice, in a hear- 


ing and the imposition of any and all lawful sanctions by the 
court. 


DRC COMMENTS TO RULE 7 
DRC Comment to Rule 7.B. 


Court-appointed mediators may not be compensated_for 
travel time, mileage, or any other out-of-pocket expenses associ- 
ated with a court-ordered mediation. 


DRC Comment to Rule 7.C. 


If a party is found by the Court to have failed to attend a fam- 
ily financial settlement conference without good cause, then the 
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Court may require that party to pay the mediator’s fee and related 
expenses. 


DRC Comment to Rule 7.E. 


Though FFS Rule 7.E. provides that mediators “shall” assess 
the postponement fee, it is understood there may be rare situa- 
tions where the circumstances occasioning a request for a post- 
ponement are beyond the control of the parties, for example, an 
illness, serious accident, unexpected and unavoidable trial con- 
flict. When the party or parties take steps to notify the mediator 
as soon as possible in such circumstances, the mediator, may, in 
his or her discretion, waive the postponement fee. 


Non-essential requests for postponements work a hardship 
on parties and mediators and serve only to inject delay into a 
process and program designed to expedite litigation. As such, it is 
expected that mediators will assess a postponement fee in all 
instances where a request does not appear to be absolutely war- 
ranted. Moreover, mediators are encouraged not to agree to post- 


ponements in instances where, in their judgment, the mediation 
could be held as scheduled. 


DRC Comment to Rule 7.F. 


If the Family Financial Settlement Program is to be success- 
ful, it is essential that mediators, both party-selected and court- 
appointed, be compensated for their services. FFS Rule 7.F. is 
intended to give the court express authority to enforce payment 
of fees owed both court-appointed and party-selected mediators. 
In instances where the mediator is party-selected, the court may 
enforce fees which exceed the caps set forth in 7.B. (hourly fee 
and administrative fee) and 7.E. (postponement/cancellation fee) 
or which provide for payment of services or expenses not pro- 
vided for in Rule 7 but agreed to among the parties, for example, 
payment for travel time or mileage. 


RULE 8. MEDIATOR CERTIFICATION AND 
DECERTIFICATION 


The Dispute Resolution Commission may receive and approve 
applications for certification of persons to be appointed as family 
financial mediators. For certification, a person must have com- 
plied with the requirements in each of the following sections. 


A. Training and Experience. 


1. Be an Advanced Practitioner member of the Association for 
Conflict Resolution who is subject to requirements equiva- 
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lent to those in effect for Practitioner Members of the 
Academy of Family Mediators immediately prior to its 
merger with other organizations to become the Association 
for Conflict Resolution; or 


2. Be an attorney and/or judge for at least five years who is 
either: 


(a) amember in good standing of the North Carolina State 
Bar, pursuant to Title 27, N.C. Administrative Code. The 
N.C. State Bar, Chapter 1, Subchapter A, Section 
.0201(b) or Section .0201(c)(1), as those rules existed 
January 1, 2000; or 


(b) a member similarly in good standing of the Bar of 
another state; demonstrates familiarity with North 
Carolina court structure, legal terminology and civil 
procedure; and provides to the Dispute Resolution 
Commission three letters of reference as to the appli- 
cant’s good character, including at least one letter from 
a person with knowledge of the applicant’s practice as 
an attorney; 


and who has completed either: 


(c) a 40 hour family and divorce mediation training 


approved by the Dispute Resolution Commission _pur- 
suant to Rule 9: or 





(d) a 16 hour supplemental family and divorce mediation 
training approved by the Dispute Resolution 
Commission pursuarit to Rule 9, after having been cer- 
tified as a Superior Court mediator by _ that 
Commission. 


B. If not licensed to practice law in one of the United States, 
have completed a six hour training on North Carolina legal 
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terminology, court structure and civil procedure provided by 
a trainer certified by the Dispute Resolution Commission:_; 
and have observed with the permission of the parties as a neu- 
tral observer two mediated settlement conferences ordered 
by a Superior Court, the North Carolina Office of 
Administrative Hearings, Industrial Commission or the US 
District Courts for North Carolina, and conducted by a certi- 
fied Superior Court mediator. 


C. Be a member in good standing of the State Bar of one of the 


United States as required by Rule 8.A. or have provided to the 
Dispute Resolution Commission three letters of reference as 
to the applicant’s good character and experience.-as-required 





D. Have observed with the permission of the parties two medi- 


ated settlement conferences _as_a neutral observer which 
involve custody or family financial issues and which are con- 
ducted by a mediator who is certified pursuant to these rules, 
who is an Advanced Practitioner Member of the Association 


for Conflict Resolution and subject to requirements equiva- 
lent to those in effect for Practitioner Members of the 
Academy of Family Mediators immediately prior to its merger 


with other organizations to become the Association for 
Conflict Resolution, or who is an A.O.C. mediator. 





E. 
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Demonstrate familiarity with the statutes, rules, and stand- 
ards of practice and conduct governing mediated settlement 
conferences conducted pursuant to these Rules. 


. Be of good moral character and adhere to any standards of 


practice for mediators acting pursuant to these Rules adopted 
by the Supreme Court. Applicants for certification and recer- 
tification and all certified family financial mediators shall 
report to the Commission any criminal convictions, disbar- 
ments or other disciplinary complaints and actions as soon as 
the applicant or mediator has notice of them. Any current or 


former attorney who is disqualified by the attorney licensing 


authority of any state shall be ineligible to be certified under 
this Rule. 


. submit proof of qualifications set out in this section on a form 


provided by the Dispute Resolution Commission. 


. Pay all administrative fees established by the Administrative 


Office of the Court in consultation with the Dispute 
Resolution Commission. 


I. Agree to accept as payment in full of a party’s share of the 


a 


mediator’s fee as ordered by the Court pursuant to Rule 7. 


J.K. Comply with the requirements of the Dispute Resolution 


Commission for continuing mediator education or training. 
(These requirements may include advanced divorce mediation 
training, attendance at conferences or seminars relating to 
mediation skills or process, and consultation with other fam- 
ily and divorce mediators about cases actually mediated. 
Mediators seeking recertification beyond one year from the 
date of initial certification may also be required to demon- 
strate that they have completed 8 hours of family law training, 
including tax issues relevarit to divorce and property distribu- 
tion, and 8 hours of training in family dynamics, child devel- 
opment and interpersonal relations at any time prior to that 
recertification.) Mediators shall report on a Commission 
approved form. 


Certification may be revoked or not renewed at any time if it 
is shown to the satisfaction of the Dispute Resolution 
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Commission that a mediator no longer meets the above quali- 
fications or has not faithfully observed these rules or those of 
any district in which he or she has served as a mediator. Any 
person who is or has been disqualified by a professional 
licensing authority of any state for misconduct shall be ineli- 
gible to be certified under this Rule. 


Certification of mediators who have been certified as family 
financial mediators by the Dispute Resolution Commission 
prior to the adoption of these Rules may not be revoked or not 
renewed solely because they do not meet the experience and 
training requirements in Rule 8. 





RULE 9. CERTIFICATION OF MEDIATION TRAINING 
PROGRAMS 


A. Certified training programs for mediators certified pursuant 
to these-rutes Rule 8.A.2.(c) shall consist of a minimum of 
forty hours of instruction. The curriculum of such programs 
shall include the subjects in each of the following sections: 


(1) Conflict resolution and mediation theory. 


(2) Mediation process and techniques, including the process 
and techniques typical of family and divorce mediation. 


(3) KrewledgeofeCommunication and information gather- 
ing skills. 


(4) Standards of conduct for mediators including, but not 
limited to the Standards of Professional Conduct 
adopted by the Supreme Court. 


(5) Statutes, rules, and practice governing mediated settle- 
ment conferences conducted pursuant to these Rules. 


(6) Demonstrations of mediated settlement conferences 
with and without attorneys involved. 


(7) Simulations of mediated settlement conferences, involv- 
ing student participation as mediator, attorneys and dis- 
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putants, which simulations shall be supervised, ob- 
served and evaluated by program faculty. 


(8) An overview of North Carolina law as it applies to cus- 
tody and visitation of children, equitable distribution, 
alimony, child support, and post separation support. 


(9) An overview of family dynamics, the effect of divorce on 
children and adults, and child development. 


(10) Protocols for the screening of cases for issues of 
domestic violence and substance abuse. 


(11) Satisfactory completion of an exam by all students test- 
ing their familiarity with the statutes, rules and prac- 
tice governing mediated settlement-eonferenees family 
financial settlement procedures in North Carolina. 


B. Certified training programs for mediators certified pursuant 
to Rule 8.A.2.(d) shall consist of a minimum of sixteen hours 

of instruction. The curriculum of such programs shall include 
the subjects listed in Rule 9.A. There shall be at least two sim- 


ulations as specified in subsection (7). 


BC. 


A training program must be certified by the Dispute 
Resolution Commission before attendance at such program 
may be used for compliance with Rule 8.A. Certification 
need not be given in advance of attendance. 


Training programs attended prior to the promulgation of 
these rules or attended in other states or approved by the 
Association for Conflict Resolution (ACR) with require- 
ments equivalent to those in effect for the Academy of 
Family Mediators immediately prior to its merger with 
other organizations to become the Association for Conflict 
Resolution may be approved by the Dispute Resolution 
Commission if they are in substantial compliance with the 
standards set forth in this rule. The Dispute Resolution 
Commission may require attendees of an ACR approved 
program to demonstrate compliance with the requirements 
of Rule 9.A.(5) and 9.A.(8). either in the ACR approved 
training or in some other acceptable course. 


D. To complete certification, a training program shall pay 


all administrative fees established by the Administra- 
tive Office of the Courts in consultation with the Dispute 
Resolution Commission. 
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RULE 10. OTHER SETTLEMENT PROCEDURES 


A. ORDER AUTHORIZING OTHER SETTLEMENT 
PROCEDURES. 


Upon receipt of a motion by the parties seeking authorization to 
utilize a settlement procedure in lieu of a mediated settlement 
conference, the Court may order the use of those procedures 
listed in Rule 10.B. unless the Court finds: that the parties did not 
agree upon the procedure to be utilized, the neutral to conduct it, 
or the neutral’s compensation; or that the procedure selected is 
not appropriate for the case or the parties. Judicial settlement 
conferences may be ordered only if permitted by local rule. 


B. OTHER SETTLEMENT PROCEDURES AUTHORIZED 
BY THESE RULES. 


In addition to mediated settlement conferences, the following 
settlement procedures are authorized by these Rules: 


(1) Neutral Evaluation (Rule 11), in which a neutral offers 
an advisory evaluation of the case following summary 
presentations by each party. 


(2) Judicial Settlement Conference (Rule 12), in whicha 
District Court Judge assists the parties in reaching their 
own settlement, if allowed by local rules. 


(3) Other Settlement Procedures described and author- 
ized by local rule pursuant to Rule 18. 


The parties may agree to use arbitration under the Family 
Law Arbitration Act (G.S. 50-41 et seq.) which shall constitute 
good cause for the court to dispense with settlement proce- 
dures authorized by these rules (Rule 1.C.6). 


C. GENERAL RULES APPLICABLE TO OTHER SETTLEMENT 
PROCEDURES. 


(1) When Proceeding is Conducted. The neutral shall 
schedule the conference and conduct it no later than 150 
days from the issuance of the Court’s order or no later 
than the deadline for completion set out in the Court’s 
order, unless extended by the Court. The neutral shall 
make an effort to schedule the conference at a time that 
is convenient with all participants. In the absence of 
agreement, the neutral shall select a date and time for 
the conference. Deadlines for completion of the confer- 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 
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ence shall be strictly observed by the neutral unless 
changed by written order of the Court. 


Extensions of Time. A party or a neutral may request 
the Court to extend the deadlines for completion of the 
settlement procedure. A request for an extension shall 
state the reasons the extension is sought and shall be 
served by the moving party upon the other parties and 
the neutral. The Court may grant the extension and enter 
an order setting a new deadline for completion of the 
settlement procedure. Said order shall be delivered to all 
parties and the neutral by the person who sought the 
extension. 


Where Procedure is Conducted. Settlement proceed- 
ings shall be held in any location agreeable to the par- 
ties. If the parties cannot agree to a location, the neutral 
shall be responsible for reserving a neutral place and 
making arrangements for the conference and for giving 
timely notice of the time and location of the conference 
to all attorneys and pro se parties. 


No Delay of Other Proceedings. Settlement proceed- 
ings shall not be cause for delay of other proceedings in 
the case, including but not limited to the conduct or 
completion of discovery, the filing or hearing of motions, 
or the trial of the case, except by order of the Court. 


Inadmissibility of Settlement Proceedings. Evi- 
dence of statements made and conduct occurring in a 
settlement proceeding conducted under this section 
shall not be subject to discovery and shall be inadmissi- 
ble in any proceeding in the action or other actions on 
the same claim, except in proceedings for sanctions or 
proceedings to enforce a settlement of the action. No 
settlement agreement reached at a settlement proceed- 
ing conducted pursuant to these Rules shall be enforce- 
able unless it has been reduced to writing and signed by 
the parties and in ajl other respects complies with the 
requirements of Chapter 50 of the General Statutes. 
However, no evidence otherwise discoverable shall be 
inadmissible merely because it is presented or discussed 
in a settlement proceeding. 


No mediator, or other neutral conducting a settlement 
proceeding under this section, shall be compelled to tes- 
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tify or produce evidence concerning statements made 
and conduct occurring in a mediated settlement confer- 
ence or other settlement procedure in any civil proceed- 
ing for any purpose, including proceedings to enforce a 
settlement of the action, except to attest to the signing of 
any of these agreements, and except proceedings for 
sanctions under this section, disciplinary hearings 
before the State Bar or any agency established to enforce 
standards of conduct for mediators, and proceedings to 
enforce laws concerning juvenile or elder abuse. 


(6) No Record Made. There shall be no stenographic or other 
record made of any proceedings under these Rules. 


(7) Ex Parte Communication Prohibited. Unless all parties 
agree otherwise, there shall be no ex parte communication 
prior to the conclusion of the proceeding between the neu- 
tral and any counsel or party on any matter related to the 
proceeding except with regard to administrative matters. 


(8) Duties of the Parties. 


(a) 


(b) 


(c) 


Attendance. All parties and attorneys shall attend 
other settlement procedures authorized by Rule 10 and 
ordered by the Court. 


Finalizing Agreement. If agreement is reached dur- 
ing the proceeding, the essential terms of the agree- 
ment shall be reduced to writing as a summary memo- 
randum unless the parties have reduced their 
agreement to writing, signed it and in all other respects 
have complied with the requirements of Chapter 50 of 
the General Statutes. The parties and their counsel 
shall use the summary memorandum as a guide to 
drafting such agreements and orders as may be 
required to give legal effect to its terms. Within 30 days 
of the proceeding, all final agreements and other dis- 
positive documents shall be executed by the parties 
and notarized, and judgments or voluntary dismissals 
Shall be filed with the Court by such persons as the par- 
ties or the Court shall designate. 


Payment of Neutral’s Fee. The parties shall pay the 
neutral’s fee as provided by Rule 10.C.(12), except that 
no payment shall be required or paid for a judicial set- 
tlement conference. 


(9) 


(10) 


(11) 
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Sanctions for Failure to Attend Other Settlement 
Procedures. If any person required to attend a settlement 
proceeding fails to attend without good cause, the Court 
may impose upon that person any appropriate monetary 
sanction including, but not limited to, the payment of fines, 
attorneys fees, neutral fees, expenses and loss of earnings 
incurred by persons attencling the conference. 


A party to the action, or the Court on its own motion, seek- 
ing sanctions against a party or attorney, shall do so ina 
written motion stating the grounds for the motion and the 
relief sought. Said motion shall be served upon all parties 
and on any person against whom sanctions are being 
sought. If the Court imposes sanctions, it shall do so, after 
notice and a hearing, in a written order, making findings of 
fact supported by substantial evidence and conclusions of 
law. 


Selection of Neutrals in Other Settlement 
Procedures. 


Selection By Agreement. The parties may select any per- 
son whom they believe can assist them with the settlement 
of their case to serve as a neutral in any settlement proce- 
dure authorized by these rules, except for judicial settle- 
ment conferences. 


Notice of such selection shall be given to the Court and to 
the neutral through the filing of a motion to authorize the 
use of other settlement procedures at the scheduling con- 
ference or the court appearance when settlement proce- 
dures are considered by the Court. The notice shall be on 
an AOC form as set out in Rule 2 herein. Such notice shall 
state the name, address and telephone number of the neu- 
tral selected; state the rate of compensation of the neutral; 
and state that the neutral and opposing counsel have 
agreed upon the selection and compensation. 


If the parties are unable to select a neutral by agreement, 
then the Court shall deny the motion for authorization to 
use another settlement procedure and the court shall order 
the parties to attend a mediated settlement conference. 


Disqualification of Neutrals. Any party may move a 
Court of the district in which an action is pending for an 
order disqualifying the neutral; and, for good cause, such 
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order shall be entered. Cause shall exist, but is not limited 
to circumstances where, if the selected neutral has violated 
any standard of conduct of the State Bar or any standard of 
conduct for neutrals that may be adopted by the Supreme 
Court. 


Compensation of Neutrals. A neutral’s compensation 
shall be paid in an amount agreed to among the parties and 
the neutral. Time spent reviewing materials in preparation 
for the neutral evaluation, conducting the proceeding, and 
making and reporting the award shall be compensable 
time. The parties shall not compensate a settlement judge. 


(13) Authority and Duties of Neutrals. 


(a) Authority of Neutrals. 


(i) Control of Proceeding. The neutral shall at all 
times be in control of the proceeding and the pro- 
cedures to be followed. 


Gi) Scheduling the Proceeding. The neutral shall 
make a good faith effort to schedule the proceed- 
ing at a time that is convenient with the partici- 
pants, attorneys and neutral. In the absence of 
agreement, the neutral shall select the date and 
time for the proceeding. Deadlines for comple- 
tion of the conference shall be strictly observed 
by the neutral unless changed by written order of 
the Court. 


(b) Duties of Neutrals. 


(i) The neutral shall define and describe the follow- 
ing at the beginning of the proceeding: 


(a) The process of the proceeding; 


(b) The differences between the proceeding and 
other forms of conflict resolution; 


(c) The costs of the proceeding; 


(d) The inadmissibility of conduct and state- 
ments as provided by G.S. 7A-38.1(1) and Rule 
10.C.(6) herein; and 


(e) The duties and responsibilities of the neutral 
and the participants; 
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(ii) Disclosure. The neutral has a duty to be im- 
- partial and to advise all participants of any cir- 
cumstance bearing on possible bias, prejudice 

or partiality. 


(iii) Reporting Results of the Proceeding. The 
neutral shall report the result of the proceed- 
ing to the Court in writing within ten (10) days 
in accordance with the provisions of Rules 11, 
12 and 138 herein on an AOC form. The 
Administrative Office of the Courts, in consulta- 
tion with the Dispute Resolution Commis- 
sion, may require the neutral to provide sta- 
tistical data for evaluation of other settlement 
procedures. 


(iv) Scheduling and Holding the Proceeding. It is 
the duty of the neutral to schedule the proceed- 
ing and conduct it prior to the completion dead- 
line set out in the Court’s order. Deadlines for 
completion of the proceeding shall be strictly 
observed by the neutral unless said time limit is 
changed by a written order of the Court. 


Rule 11. RULES FOR NEUTRAL EVALUATION 


A. NATURE OF NEUTRAL EVALUATION. Neutral evaluation 
is an informal, abbreviated presentation of facts and issues by 
the parties to an evaluator at an early stage of the case. The 
neutral evaluator is responsible for evaluating the strengths 
and weaknesses of the case, providing a candid assessment of 
the merits of the case, settlement value, and a dollar value or 
range of potential awards if the case proceeds to trial. The 
evaluator is also responsible for identifying areas of agree- 
ment and disagreement and suggesting necessary and appro- 
priate discovery. 


B. WHEN CONFERENCE IS TO BE HELD. As a guiding prin- 
ciple, the neutral evaluation conference should be held at an 
early stage of the case, after the time for the filing of answers 
has expired but in advance of the expiration of the discovery 
period. 


C. PRE-CONFERENCE SUBMISSIONS. No later than twenty 
(20) days prior to the date established for the neutral evalua- 
tion conference to begin, each party shall furnish the evalua- 


770 


EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION 
SETTLEMENT PROCEDURES 


tor with written information about the case, and shall at the 
same time certify to the evaluator that they served a copy of 
such summary on all other parties to the case. The informa- 
tion provided to the evaluator and the other parties hereunder 
shall be a summary of the significant facts and issues in the 
party’s case, and shall have attached to it copies of any docu- 
ments supporting the parties’ summary. Information provided 
to the evaluator and to the other parties pursuant to this para- 
graph shall not be filed with the Court. 


» REPLIES TO PRE-CONFERENCE SUBMISSIONS. No 


later than ten (10) days prior to the date established for the 
neutral evaluation conference to begin, any party may, but is 
not required to, send additional written information to the 
evaluator responding to the submission of an opposing party. 
The response furnished to the evaluator shall be served on all 
other parties and the party sending such response shall cer- 
tify such service to the evaluator, but such response shall not 
be filed with the Court. 


. CONFERENCE PROCEDURE. Prior to a neutral evaluation 


conference, the evaluator, if he or she deems it necessary, 
may request additional written information from any party. At 
the conference, the evaluator may address questions to the 
parties and give them an opportunity to complete their sum- 
maries with a brief oral statement. 


» MODIFICATION OF PROCEDURE. Subject to approval of 


the evaluator, the parties may agree to modify the procedures 
required by these rules for neutral evaluation. 


G. EVALUATOR’S DUTIES. 


(1) Evaluator’s Opening Statement. At the beginning of 
the conference the evaluator shall define and describe 
the following points to the parties in addition to those 
matters set out in Rule 10.C.(2)(b): 


(a) The facts that the neutral evaluation conference is 
not a trial, the evaluator is not a judge, the evalua- 
tor’s opinions are not binding on any party, and the 
parties retain their right to trial if they do not reach 
a settlement. 


(b) The fact that any settlement reached will be only by 
mutual consent of the parties. 
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(2) Oral Report to Parties by Evaluator. In addition to 
the written report to the Court required under these 
rules, at the conclusion of the neutral evaluation confer- 
ence the evaluator shall issue an oral report to the par- 
ties advising them of his or her opinions of the case. 
Such opinion shall include a candid assessment of the 
merits of the case, estimated settlement value, and the 
strengths and weaknesses of each party’s claims if the 
case proceeds to trial. The oral report shall also contain 
a suggested settlement or disposition of the case and the 
reasons therefor. The evaluator shall not reduce his or 
her oral report to writing and shall not inform the Court 
thereof. 


(3) Report of Evaluator to Court. Within ten (10) days 
after the completion of the neutral evaluation confer- 
ence, the evaluator shall file a written report with the 
Court using an AOC form, stating when and where the 
conference was held, the names of those persons who 
attended the conference, whether or not an agreement 
was reached by the parties, and the name of the person 
designated to file judgments or dismissals concluding 
the action. 


. EVALUATOR’S AUTHORITY TO ASSIST NEGOTIA- 


TIONS. If all parties at the neutral evaluation conference 
request and agree, the evaluator may assist the parties in set- 
tlement discussions. If the parties do not reach a settlement 
during such discussions, however, the evaluator shall com- 
plete the neutral evaluation conference and make his or her 
written report to the Court as if such settlement discussions 
had not occurred. If the parties reach agreement at the con- 
ference, they shall reduce their agreement to writing as 


required by Rule 10.C.(8)(b). 


RULE 12. JUDICIAL SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE 


A. 


Settlement Judge. A judicial settlement conference shall be 
conducted by a District Court Judge who shall be selected by 
the Chief District Court Judge. Unless specifically approved 
by the Chief District Court Judge, the District Court Judge 
who presides over the judicial settlement conference shall not 
be assigned to try the action if it proceeds to trial. 


Conducting the Conference. The form and manner of con- 
ducting the conference shall be in the discretion of the settle- 
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ment judge. The settlement judge may not impose a Settle- 
ment on the parties but will assist the parties in reaching a 
resolution of all claims. 


C. Confidential Nature of the Conference. Judicial settle- 
ment conferences shall be conducted in private. No steno- 
graphic or other record may be made of the conference. 
Persons other than the parties and their counsel may attend 
only with the consent of all parties. The settlement judge will 
not communicate with anyone the communications made dur- 
ing the conference, except that the judge may report that a 
settlement was reached and, with the parties’ consent, the 
terms of that settlement. 


D. Report of Judge. Within ten (10) days after the completion 
of the judicial settlement conference, the settlement judge 
shall file a written report with the Court using an AOC form, 
stating when and where the conference was held, the names 
of those persons who attended the conference, whether or 
not an agreement was reached by the parties, and the name of 
the person designated to file judgments or dismissals con- 
cluding the action. 


RULE 13. LOCAL RULE MAKING 


The Chief District Court Judge of any district conducting settle- 
ment procedures under these Rules is authorized to publish local 
rules, not inconsistent with these Rules and G.S. 7A-38.4, imple- 
menting settlement procedures in that district. 


RULE 14. DEFINITIONS 


(A) The word, Court, shall mean a judge of the District Court in 
the district in which an action is pending who has adminis- 
trative responsibility for the action as an assigned or presid- 
ing judge, or said judge’s designee, such as a clerk, trial 
court administrator, case management assistant, judicial 
assistant, and trial court coordinator. 


(B) The phrase, AOC forms, shall refer to forms prepared by, 
printed, and distributed by the Administrative Office of the 
Courts to implement these Rules or forms approved by local 
rule which contain at least the same information as those 
prepared by AOC. Proposals for the creation or modification 
of such forms may be initiated by the Dispute Resolution 
Commission. 
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(C) The term, Family Financial Case, shall refer to any civil 
action in district court in which a claim for equitable distri- 
bution, child support, alimony, or post separation support is 
made, or in which there are claims arising out of contracts 
between the parties under GS 50-20(d), 52-10, 52-10.1 or 
d2B. 


RULE 15. TIME LIMITS 


Any time limit provided for by these rules may be waived or 
extended for good cause shown. Time shall be counted pursuant 
to the Rules of Civil Procedure. 


In the Supreme Court of North Carolina 


Order Adopting Amendments to the Rules Implementing 
Statewide Mediated Settlement Conferences and Other 
Settlement Procedures in Superior Court Civil Actions 


WHEREAS, section 7A-38.1 of the North Carolina General 
Statutes establishes a program in superior court to provide for settle- 
ment procedures to expedite settlement of superior court civil 
actions, and 


WHEREAS, N.C.G.S. 7A-38.1(c) provides for this Court to imple- 
ment section 7A-38.1 by adopting rules and amendments to rules 


NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-38.1(c), Rules 
Implementing Statewide Mediated Settlement Conferences and Other 
Settlement Procedures in Superior Court Civil Actions are hereby 
amended to read as in the following pages. These amended Rules 
shall be effective on the 21st of November, 2002. 


Adopted by the Court in conference the 21st day of November, 
2002. The Appellate Division Reporter shall publish the Rules 
Implementing Statewide Mediated Settlement Conferences and 
Other Settlement Procedures in Superior Court Civil Actions in 
their entirety, as amended through this action, at the earliest 
practicable date. 


Butterfield, J. 
For the Court 
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REVISED RULES IMPLEMENTING STATEWIDE MEDIATED 
SETTLEMENT CONFERENCES AND OTHER SETTLEMENT 


PROCEDURES IN SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL ACTIONS 
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settlement conferences. 
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RULE 1. INITIATING SETTLEMENT EVENTS 


A. PURPOSE OF MANDATORY SETTLEMENT 

PROCEDURES. 

Pursuant to G.S. 7A-38.1, these Rules are promulgated to 
implement a system of settlement events which are designed 
to focus the parties’ attention on settlement rather than on 
trial preparation and to provide a structured opportunity for 
settlement negotiations to take place. Nothing herein is 
intended to limit or prevent the parties from engaging in set- 
tlement procedures voluntarily at any time before or after 
those ordered by the Court pursuant to these Rules.;+Rehid 
det biadine-o+ tes binding pr btretion as perttted ba teas 
deen —fer ec pie DG A eb et 


B. DUTY OF COUNSEL TO CONSULT WITH CLIENTS AND 

OPPOSING COUNSEL CONCERNING SETTLEMENT 
PROCEDURES. 
In furtherance of this purpose, counsel, upon being retained 
to represent any party to a superior court case, shall advise 
his or her client(s) regarding the settlement procedures 
approved by these Rules and shall attempt to reach agree- 
ment with opposing counsel on the appropriate settlement 
procedure for the action. 
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B.C. INITIATING THE MEDIATED SETTLEMENT CON- 
FERENCE IN. EACH ACTION BY COURT ORDER. 


(1) 


(2) 


Order by Senior Resident Superior Court Judge. 
The Senior Resident Superior Court Judge of any judi- 


cial district may, by written order, require all persons 
and entities entified in Rule 4 to attend a pre-trial 
mediated settlement conference in a an¥ civil action 
except an action in which a party is seeking the 
issuance of an extraordinary writ or is appealing the 
revocation of a motor vehicle operator’s license. 


Motion to authorize the use of other settlement 


procedures. The parties may move the Senior 
Resident Superior Court Judge to authorize the use of 
some other settlement procedure allowed by these 
rules or by local rule in lieu of a mediated settlement 
conference, as provided in G.S. 7A-38.1(i). Such 
motion shall be filed within 21 days of the order requir- 
ing a mediated settlement conference on an AOC form, 


and shall include: 


(a) the type of other settlement procedure requested: 


(b) the name, address and telephone number of the 
neutral selected by the parties; 


(c) the rate of compensation of the neutral; 


(d) that the neutral and opposing counsel have 
agreed upon the selection and compensation of 


the neutral selected: 


(e) that all parties consent to the motion. 


If the parties are unable to agree to each of the above, 
then the Senior Resident Superior Court Judge shall 
deny the motion and the parties shall attend the medi- 
ated settlement conference as originally ordered by 
the Court. Otherwise, the court may order the use of 
any agreed upon settlement procedures authorized by 
Rules 10-12 herein or by local rules of the Superior 
Court in the county or district where the action is 
pending. 





(3) Timing of the order, The Senior Resident 


Superior Court Judge shall issue the order requir- 
ing a mediated settlement conference as soon as 
practicable after the time for the filing of answers 
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has expired. Rules 1C.(4) B+ and 3.B. herein 
shall govern the content of the order and the date 
of completion of the conference. 


Content of order, The court’s order shall (1) 
require that a mediated settlement conference be 
held in the case; (2) establish a deadline for the 
completion of the conference; (3) state clearly that 
the parties have the right to select their own medi- 
ator as provided by Rule 2; (4) state the rate of 
compensation of the court appointed mediator in 
the event that the parties do not exercise their 
right to select a mediator pursuant to Rule 2; and 
(5) state that the parties shall be required to pay 
the mediator’s fee at the conclusion of the settle- 
ment conference unless otherwise ordered by the 
court. The order shall be on an AOC form. 


Motion for court ordered mediated settle- 
ment conference. In cases not ordered to medi- 
ated settlement conference, any party may file a 
written motion with the Senior Resident Superior 
Court Judge requesting that such conference be 
ordered. Such motion shall state the reasons why 
the order should be allowed and shall be served on 
non-moving parties. Objections to the motion may 
be filed in writing with the Senior Resident 
Superior Court Judge within 10 days after the date 
of the service of the motion. Thereafter, the Judge 
shali rule upon the motion without a hearing and 
notify the parties or their attorneys of the ruling. 


Motion to dispense with mediated settlement 
conference. A party may move the Senior 
Resident Superior Court Judge to dispense with 
the mediated settlement conference ordered by the 
Judge. Such motion shall state the reasons the 
relief is sought. For good cause shown, the Senior 
Resident Superior Court Judge may grant the 
motion. 
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©.D. INITIATING THE MEDIATED SETTLEMENT 
CONFERENCE BY LOCAL RULE. 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


Order by local rule. In judicial districts in which a 
system of scheduling orders or scheduling confer- 
ences is utilized to aid in the administration of civil 
cases, the Senior Resident Superior Court Judge of 
said districts may, by local rule, require all persons and 
entities identified in Rule 4 to attend a pre-trial medi- 
ated settlement conference in any civil action except 
an action in which a party is seeking the issuance of an 
extraordinary writ or is appealing the revocation of a 


motor vehicle operator’s license. 


Scheduling orders or notices. In judicial districts in 
which scheduling orders or notices are utilized to 


manage civil cases and for all cases ordered to medi- 
ated settlement conference by local rule, said order or 
notice shall (1) require that a mediated settlement con- 
ference be held in the case; (2) establish a deadline for 
the completion of the conference; (3) state clearly that 
the parties have the right to select their own mediator 
and the deadline by which that selection should be 
made; (4) state the rate of compensation of the court 
appointed mediator in the event that the parties do not 
exercise their right to select a mediator; and (5) state 
that the parties shall be required to pay the mediator’s 
fee at the conclusion of the settlement conference 
unless otherwise ordered by the court. | 
Scheduling conferences. In judicial districts in 
which scheduling conferences are utilized to manage 
civil cases and for cases ordered to mediated settle- 
ment conferences by local rule, the notice for said 
scheduling conference shall (1) require that a medi- 
ated settlement conference be held in the case; (2) 
establish a deadline for the completion of the confer- 
ence; (3) state clearly that the parties have the right to 
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select their own mediator and the deadline by which 
that selection should be made; (4) state the rate of 
compensation of the court appointed mediator in the 
event that the parties do not exercise their right to 
select a mediator; and (5) state that the parties shall 
be required to pay the mediator’s fee at the conclusion 
of the settlement conference unless otherwise 
ordered by the court. 


(4) Application of Rule 1.C. The provisions of Rule 
1.C.(2), (5) and (6) shall apply to Rule 1.D. except for 
the time limitations set out therein. 


(5) Deadline for completion. The provisions of Rule 
3.B. determining the deadline for completion of the 
mediated settlement conference shall not apply to 
mediated settlement conferences conducted pursuant 
to Rule 1.D. The deadline for completion shall be set 
by the Senior Resident Superior Court Judge or 
designee at the scheduling conference or in the sched- 
uling order or notice, whichever is applicable. 
However, the completion deadline shall be well in 
advance of the trial date. 


(6) Selection of mediator. The parties may select and 
nominate, or the Senior Resident Superior Court 
Judge may appoint, mediators pursuant to the provi- 
sions of Rule 2., except that the time limits for selec- 
tion, nomination, and appointment shall be set by 
local rule. All other provisions of Rule 2. shall apply to 
mediated settlement conferences conducted pursuant 
to Rule 1.D. 


(7) Use of other settlement procedures. The parties 
may utilize other settlement procedures pursuant to 
the provisions of Rule 1.C.(2) and Rule 10. However, 
the time limits and method of moving the court for 
approval to utilize another settlement procedure set 
out in those rules shall not apply and shall be gov- 
erned by local rule. 


RULE 2. SELECTION OF MEDIATOR 


A. SELECTION OF CERTIFIED MEDIATOR BY AGREE- 
MENT OF FH PARTIES. The parties may select a media- 
tor certified pursuant to these Rules by agreement within 
21 days of the court’s order. The plaintiff's attorney shall 
file with the court a Notice of Selection of Mediator by 
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Agreement within 21 days of the court’s order, however, any 
party may file the notice. Such notice shall state the name, 
address and telephone number of the mediator selected; state 
the rate of compensation of the mediator; state that the medi- 
ator and opposing counsel have agreed upon the selection 
and rate of compensation; and state that the mediator is cer- 
tified pursuant to these Rules. The notice shall be on an AOC 
form. 


. NOMINATION AND COURT APPROVAL OF A NON- 


CERTIFIED MEDIATOR. The parties may select a mediator 
who does not meet the certification requirements of these 
Rules but who, in the opinion of the parties and the Senior 
Resident Superior Court Judge, is otherwise qualified by train- 
ing or experience to mediate the action and who agrees to 
mediate indigent cases without pay. 


If the parties select a non-certified mediator, the plaintiff’s 
attorney shall file with the court a Nomination of Non- 
Certified Mediator within 21 days of the court’s order. 
Such nomination shall state the name, address and tele- 
phone number of the mediator; state the training, experience 
or other qualifications of the mediator; state the rate of com- 
pensation of the mediator; and state that the mediator and 
opposing counsel have agreed upon the selection and rate of 
compensation. 


The Senior Resident Superior Court Judge shall rule on said 
nomination without a hearing, shall approve or disapprove of 
the parties’ nomination and shall notify the parties of the 
court's decision. The nomination and approval or disapproval 
of the court shall be on an AOC form. 


. APPOINTMENT OF MEDIATOR BY THE COURT. If the 


parties cannot agree upon the selection of a mediator, the 
plaintiff or plaintiff's attorney shall so notify the court and 
request, on behalf of the parties, that the Senior Resident 
Superior Court Judge appoint a mediator. The motion must be 
filed within 21 days after the court’s order and shall state that 
the attorneys for the parties have had a full and frank discus- 
sion concerning the selection of a mediator and have been 
unable to agree. The motion shall be on an AOC form. FRe 
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Upon receipt of a motion to appoint a mediator, or in the event 
the plaintiff’s attorney has not filed a Notice of Selection or 
Nomination of Non-Certified Mediator with the court within 
21 days of the court’s order, the Senior Resident Superior 
Court Judge shall appoint a mediator, certified pursuant to 
these Rules, under a procedure established by said Judge 
and set out in Local Rules o+ether-writter-deeument. Only 

mediators who agree to mediate indigent cases without pay 
shall be appointed. 


The Dispute Resolution Commission shall furnish for the con- 
sideration of tke Senior Resident Superior Court Judge(s) ef 
ae ‘ated ; : 


Ae steer eat 

eee eee te edd ps es ees ae Soe 
pa bers—ef hese — eerie e+ ett ye at Be 
appeintedin—said-distret a_list of those certified superior 
court mediators who request appointments in said district. 
Said list shail contain the mediators’ names, addresses and 


telephone numbers and shall be provided in writing or on the 
Commission’s web site. 


. MEDIATOR INFORMATION DIRECTORY. To assist the 
parties in the selection of a mediator by agreement, the Senior 
Resident Superior Court Judge having authority over any 
county participating in the mediated settlement conference 
program shall prepare and keep current .for such county a 
central directory of information on all certified mediators 
who wish to mediate cases in that county. Such information 
shall be collected on loose leaf forms provided by the Dispute 
Resolution Commission and be kept in one or more note- 
books made available for inspection by attorneys and parties 
in the office of the Clerk of Superior Court in such county. 


. DISQUALIFICATION OF MEDIATOR. Any party may 
move the Senior Resident Superior Court Judge of the dis- 
trict where the action is pending for an order disquali- 
fying the mediator. For good cause, such order shall be 
entered. If the mediator is disqualified, a replacement media- 
tor shall be selected or appointed pursuant to Rule 2. Nothing 
in this provision shall preclude mediators from disquali- 
fying themselves. 
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RULE 3. THE MEDIATED SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE 
A. WHERE CONFERENCE IS TO BE HELD. Unless all par- 


C. 


ties and the mediator otherwise agree, the mediated settle- 
ment conference shall be held in the courthouse or other pub- 
lic or community building in the county where the case is 
pending. The mediator shall be responsible for reserving a 
place and making arrangements for the conference and for 
giving timely notice of the time and location of the conference 
to all attorneys, unrepresented parties ae other persons and 
entities required to attend. 


. WHEN CONFERENCE IS TO BE HELD. As a guiding prin- 


ciple, the conference should be held after the parties have had 
a reasonable time to conduct discovery but well in advance of 
the trial date. 


The court’s order issued pursuant to Rule 1.C.(1) shall state a 
deadline for completion for the conference which shall be not 
less than 120 days nor more than 180 days after issuance of 
the court’s order. The mediator shall set a date and time for 
the conference pursuant to Rule 6.B.(5). 


REQUEST TO EXTEND DEADLINE FOR COMPLE- 


‘TION. A party, or the mediator, may request the Senior 


Resident Superior Court Judge to extend the deadline for 
completion of the conference. Such request shall state the 
reasons the extension is sought and shall be served by the 
moving party upon the other parties and the mediator. If any 
party does not consent to the request, said party shall 
promptly communicate its objection to the office of the 
Senior Resident Superior Court Judge. 


The Senior Resident Superior Court Judge may grant the 
request by setting a new deadline for the completion of the 
conference, which date may be set at any time prior to trial. 
Notice of the Judge’s action shall be served immediately on all 
parties and the mediator by the person who sought the exten- 
sion and shall be filed with the court. 


. RECESSES. The mediator may recess the conference at any 


time and may set times for reconvening. If the time for recon- 
vening is set before the conference is recessed, no further 
notification is required for persons present at the conference. 


. THE MEDIATED SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE IS NOT 


TO DELAY OTHER PROCEEDINGS. The mediated settle- 
ment conference shall not be cause for the delay of other pro- 
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ceedings in the case, including the completion of discovery, 
the filing or hearing of motions, or the trial of the case, except 
by order of the Senior Resident Superior Court Judge. 


RULE 4. DUTIES OF PARTIES, ATTORNEYS AND OTHER PAR- 
TICIPANTS IN MEDIATED SETTLEMENT CONFERENCES 


A. ATTENDANCE. 


(1) The following persons shall attend a mediated settlement 
conference: 


(a) Parties. 
(i) All individual parties. 


(ii) Any party that is not a natural person or a gov- 
ernmental eritity shall be represented at the 
conference by an officer, employee or agent 

who is not such party’s outside counsel and 
who has been authorized to decide on behalf of 
such party whether and on what terms to settle 
the action; 


(iii) Any party that is a governmental entity shall 
be represented at the conference by an 
employee or agent who is not such party’s out- 
side counsel and who has authority to decide 
on behalf of such party whether and on what 
terms to settle the action; provided, if under 
law proposed settlement terms can be 
approved only by a board, the representative 
shall have authority to negotiate on behalf of 
the party and to make a recommendation to 
that board. 


(b) Insurance company representatives. A represen- 
tative of each liability insurance carrier, uninsured 


motorist insurance carrier, and underinsured 
motorist insurance carrier which may be obligated 
to pay all or part of any claim presented in the 
action. Each such carrier shall be represented at the 
conference by an officer, employee or agent, other 
than the carrier’s outside counsel, who has the 
authority to make a decision on behalf of such car- 
rier or who has deen authorized to negotiate on 
behalf of the carrier and can promptly communicate 
during the conference with persons who have such 
decision-making authority. 
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(c) Attorneys. At least one counsel of record for each 
party or other participant, whose counsel has appeared in 
the action. 


(2) Any party or person required to attend a mediated settle- 
ment conference shall physically attend until an agree- 
ment is reduced to writing and signed as provided in Rule 
4.C. or an impasse has been declared. Any such party or 
person may have the attendance requirement excused or 
modified, including the allowance of that party’s or per- 
son's participation without physical attendance: 


(a) By agreement of all parties and persons required to 
attend and the mediator; or 


(b) By order of the Senior Resident Superior Court 
Judge, upon motion of a party and notice to all 
parties and persons required to attend and the 
mediator. 


. NOTIFYING LIEN HOLDERS. Any party or attorney who 


has received notice of a lien or other claim upon proceeds 
recovered in the action shall notify said lien holder or 
claimant of the date, time, and location of the mediated set- 
tlement conference and shall request said lien holder or 
claimant to attend the conference or make a representative 
available with whom to communicate during the conference. 


. FINALIZING AGREEMENT. If an agreement is reached #* 


at the conference, parties to the agreement shall reduce its 
terms to writing and sign it along with their counsel. By stip- 
ulation of the parties and at their expense, the agreement may 
be electronically or stenographically recorded. A consent 
judgment or one or more voluntary dismissals shall be filed 
with the court by such persons as the parties shall designate. 


. PAYMENT OF MEDIATOR’S FEE. The parties shall pay the 


mediator’s fee as provided by Rule 7. 


. RELATED CASES. Upon application by any party or person, 


the Senior Resident Superior Court Judge may order that an 
attorney of record or a party in a pending Superior Court Case 
or a representative of an insurance carrier that may be liable 
for all or any part of a claim pending in Superior Court shall, 
upon reasonable notice, attend a mediation conference that 
may be convened in another pending case, regardless of the 
forum in which the other case may be pending, provided that 
all parties in the other pending case consent to the attendance 
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ordered pursuant to this rule. Any such attorney, party or car- 
rier representative that properly attends a mediation confer- 
ence pursuant to this rule shall not be required to pay any of 
the mediation fees or costs related to that mediation confer- 
ence. Any disputed issues concerning an order entered pur- 
suant to this rule shall be determined by the Senior Resident 
Superior Court Judge who entered the order. 


DRC COMMENTS TO RULE 4 
DRC Comment to Rule 4.C. 


N.C.G.S. § 7A-38.1(1) provides that no settlement shall be enforceable 
unless it has been reduced to writing and signed by the parties. When 
a settlement is reached during a mediated settlement conference, the 
mediator shall be sure its terms are reduced to writing and signed by 
the parties and their attorneys before ending the conference. 


DRC Comment to Rule 4.E. 


Rule 4.E. was adopted to clarify a Senior Resident Superior Court 
Judge’s authority in those situations where there may be a case 
related to a Superior Court case pending in a different forum. For 
example, it is common for there to be claims asserted against a third- 
party tortfeasor in a Superior Court case at the same time that there 
are related workers’ compensation claims being asserted in an 
Industrial Commission case. Because of the related nature of such 
claims, the parties in the Industrial Commission case may need an 
attorney of record, party, or insurance carrier representative in the 
Superior Court case to attend the Industrial Commission mediation 
conference in order to resolve the pending claims in that case. Rule 
4.E. specifically authorizes a Senior Resident Superior Court Judge to 
order such attendance provided that all parties in the related 
Industrial Commission case consent and the persons ordered to 
attend receive reasonable notice. The Industrial Commission’s Rules 
for Mediated Settlement and Neutral Evaluation Conferences contain 
a similar provision ¥hi+eh that provides that persons involved in an 
Industrial Commission case may be ordered to attend a mediation 
conference in a related Superior Court Case. 


RULE 5. SANCTIONS FOR FAILURE TO ATTEND MEDIATED 
SETTLEMENT CONFERENCES. If a party or other person 
required to attend a mediated settlement conference fails to attend 
without good cause, the Senier-Resident-supericr-Courtdudge a resi- 
dent or presiding Superior Court Judge, may impose upon the party 
or person any appropriate monetary sanction including, but not lim- 
ited to, the payment of fines, attorneys fees, mediator fees, expenses 
and loss of earnings incurred by persons attending the conference. 
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A party seeking sanctions against another party or person shall do so 
in a written motion stating the grounds for the motion and the relief 
sought. Said motion shall be served upon all parties and on any per- 
son against whom sanctions are being sought. The court may initiate 
sanction proceedings upon its own motion by the entry of a show 
cause order. If the court imposes sanctions, it shall do so, after notice 
and a hearing, in a written order, making findings of fact supported by 
substantial evidence and conclusions of law. (See also Rule 7.4G. and 
the Comment to Rule 7.EG.) 


RULE 6. AUTHORITY AND DUTIES OF MEDIATORS 
A. AUTHORITY OF MEDIATOR. 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


Control of conference. The mediator shall at all times 
be in control of the conference and the procedures to be 


followed. However, the mediator’s conduct shall be gov- 
erned by standards of conduct promulgated by the 
Supreme Court which shall contain a provision prohibit- 
ing mediators from prolonging a conference unduly. 


Private consultation. The mediator may communicate 
privately with any participant or counsel prior to and dur- 
ing the conference. The fact that private communications 
have occurred with a participant shall be disclosed to all 
other participants at the beginning of the conference. 


Scheduling the conference. The mediator shall make a 
good faith effort to schedule the conference at a time that 
is convenient with the participants, attorneys and media- 
tor. In the absence of agreement, the mediator shall 
select the date for the conference. 


B. DUTIES OF MEDIATOR. 


(1) 


The mediator shall define and describe the following at 
the beginning of the conference: 


(a) The process of mediation; 


(b) The differences between mediation and other forms 
of conflict resolution, 


(c) The costs of the mediated settlement conference; 


(d) That the mediated settlement conference is not a 
trial, the mediator is not a judge, and the parties 
retain their right to trial if they do not reach 
settlement; 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 
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(e) The circumstances under which the mediator may 
meet and communicate privately with any of the par- 
ties or with any other person; 


(f) Whether and under what conditions communications 
with the mediator will be held in confidence during 
the conference; 


(g) The inadmissibility of conduct and statements as 
provided by G.S. 7A-38.1, 


(h) The duties and responsibilities of the mediator and 
the participants; and 


(i) That any agreement reached will be reached by 
mutual consent. 


Disclosure. The mediator has a duty to be impartial and 
to advise all participants of any circumstances bearing on 
possible bias, prejudice or partiality. 


Declaring impasse. It is the duty of the mediator to 
determine in a timely manner that an impasse exists and 
that the conference should end. To that end, the mediator 


shall inquire of and consider the desires of the parties to 
cease or continue the conference. 


Reporting results of conference. The mediator shall 
report to the court on an AOC form within 10 days of the 
conference whether or not an agreement was reached by 
the parties. If an agreement was reached, the report shall 
state whether the action will be concluded by consent 
judgment or voluntary dismissal and shall identify the 
person designated to file such consent judgment or dis- 
missals. The mediator’s report also shall inform the court 
of the absence of any party, attorney, or insurance repre- 
sentative known to the mediator to have been absent 
from the mediated settlement conference without per- 
mission. The Dispute Resolution Commission or the 
Administrative Office of the Courts may require the medi- 
ator to provide statistical data for evaluation of the 
Mediated Settlement Conference Program. 


Scheduling and holding the conference. It is the duty 
of the mediator to schedule the conference and conduct 
it prior to the conference completion deadline set out in 
the court’s order. The mediator shall make an effort to 
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schedule the conference at a time that is convenient with 
all participants. In the absence of agreement, the media- 
tor shall select a date and time for the conference. 
Deadlines for completion of the conference shall be 
strictly observed by the mediator unless said time limit is 
changed by a written order of the Senior Resident 
Superior Court Judge. 


(6) Distribution of mediator evaluation form. At the 
mediated settlement conference, the mediator shall dis- 


tribute _a mediator evaluation form approved by the 
Dispute Resolution Commission. The mediator shall dis- 
tribute one copy per party with additional copies distrib- 
uted upon request. The evaluation is intended for pur- 


poses of self-improvement and the mediator shall review 
returned evaluation forms. 





RULE 7. COMPENSATION OF THE MEDIATOR 


A. 


BY AGREEMENT. When the mediator is stipulated by the 
parties, compensation shall be as agreed upon between the 
parties and the mediator. 


- BY COURT ORDER. When the mediator is appointed by the 


court, the parties shall compensate the mediator for media- 
tion services at the rate of $125 per hour. The parties shall 
also pay to the mediator a one-time, per case administrative 
fee of $125 that is due upon appointment. 


. CHANGE OF APPOINTED MEDIATOR. Pursuant to Rule 


2.A., the parties have twenty-one (21) days to select a media- 
tor. Parties who fail to select a mediator within that time 
frame and then desire a substitution after the court has 
appointed a mediator, shall obtain court approval for the sub- 
stitution. If the court approves the substitution, the parties 
shall pay the court’s original appointee the $125 one time, per 
case administrative fee provided for in Rule 7.B. 


. INDIGENT CASES. No party found to be indigent by the 


court for the purposes of these rules shall be required to pay 
a mediator fee. Any mediator conducting a settlement confer- 
ence pursuant to these rules shall waive the payment of fees 
from parties found by the court to be indigent. Any party may 
move the Senior Resident Superior Court Judge for a finding 
of indigence and to be relieved of that party’s obligation to 
pay a share of the mediator’s fee. 


Said motion shall be heard subsequent to the completion of 
the conference or, if the parties do not settle their case, sub- 
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sequent to the trial of the action. In ruling upon such motions, 
the Judge shall apply the criteria enumerated in G.S. 1-110(a), 
but shall take into consideration the outcome of the action 
and whether a judgment was rendered in the movant’s 
favor. The court shall enter an order granting or denying the 
party’s request. 


. POSTPONEMENT FEES. As used herein, the term 
“postponement” shall mean reschedule or not proceed with a 
settlement conference once a date for the settlement confer- 
ence has been agreed upon and scheduled by the parties and 
the mediator. After a settlement conference has been sched- 
uled for a specific date, a party may not unilaterally postpone 
the conference. A conference may be postponed only after 
notice to all parties of the reason for the postponement, pay- 
ment of a postponement fee to the mediator, and consent of 
the mediator and the opposing attorney. If a mediation is post- 
poned within seven (7) business days of the scheduled date, 
the fee shall be $125. If the settlement conference is post- 
poned within three (3) business days of the scheduled date, 
the fee shall be $250. Postponement fees shall be paid by the 
party requesting the postponement unless otherwise agreed 
to between the parties. Postponement fees are in addition 
to the one time, per case administrative fee provided for in 
Rule 7.5. 


. PAYMENT OF COMPENSATION BY PARTIES. Unless oth- 


erwise agreed to by the parties or ordered by the court, the 
mediator’s fee shall be paid in equal shares by the parties. 
For purposes of this rule, multiple parties shall be con- 
sidered one party when they are represented by the same 
counsel. Parties obligated to pay a share of the fees shall 
pay them equally. Payment shall be due upon completion of 
the conference. 


. SANCTIONS FOR FAILURE TO PAY MEDIATOR’S FEE. 
Willful failure of a party to make timely payment of that 
party’s share of the mediator’s fee (whether the one time, per 
case, administrative fee, the hourly fee for mediation serv- 
ices, or any postponement fee) or willful failure of a party 
contending indigent status to promptly move the Senior 
Resident Superior Court Judge for a finding of indigency, shall 
constitute contempt of court and may result, following notice, 
in a hearing and the imposition of any and all lawful sanctions 
by a Resident or Presiding Superior Court Judge. 
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DRC COMMENTS TO RULE 7 
DRC Comment to Rule 7.B. 


Court-appointed mediators may not be compensated for travel time, 
mileage, or any other out-of-pocket expenses associated with a court- 
ordered mediation. 


DRC Comment to Rule 7.E. 


Though MSC Rule 7.E. provides that mediators “shall” assess the 
postponement fee, it is understood there may be rare situations 
where the circumstances occasioning a request for a postponement 
are beyond the control of the parties, for example, an illness, serious 
accident, unexpected and unavoidable trial conflict. When the party 
or parties take steps to notify the mediator as soon as possible in 
such circumstances, the mediator, may, in his or her discretion, waive 
the postponement fee. 


Non-essential requests for postponements work a hardship on par- 
ties and mediators and serve only to inject delay into a process 
and program designed to expedite litigation. As such, it is ex- 
pected that mediators will assess a postponement fee in all instances 
where a request does not appear to be absolutely warranted. 
Moreover, mediators are encouraged not to agree to postpone- 
ments in instances where, in their judgment, the mediation could be 
held as scheduled. 


DRC Comment to Rule 7.F. 


If a party is found by a Senior Resident Superior Court Judge to have 
failed to attend a mediated settlement conference without good 
cause, then the Court may require that party to pay the mediator’s fee 
and related expenses. 


DRC Comment to Rule 7.G. 


If the Mediated Settlement Conference Program is to be successful, it 
is essential that mediators, both party-selected and court-appointed, 
be compensated for their services. MSC Rule 7.G. is intended to 
give the court express authority to enforce payment of fees owed 
both court-appointed and party-selected mediators. In instances 
where the mediator is party-selected, the court may enforce fees 
which exceed the caps set forth in 7.B. (hourly fee and adminis- 
trative fee) and 7.E. (postponement/cancellation fee) or which 
provide for payment of services or expenses not provided for in Rule 
7 but agreed to among the parties, for example, payment for travel 
time or mileage. 
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RULE 8. MEDIATOR CERTIFICATION AND DECERTIFICATION 


The Dispute Resolution Commission may receive and approve 
applications for certification of persons to be appointed as 
Superior Court mediators. For certification, a person shall: 


A. Have completed a minimum of 40 hours in a trial cGourt 
mMediation tfraining pProgram certified by the Dispute 
Resolution Commission:, or have completed a 16 hour 
supplemental trial court mediation training certified by 


the Commission after having been certified by the 
Commission as a family financial mediator; 


B. Have the following training, experience and qualifications: 
(1) An attorney may be certified if he or she: 
(a) is either: 


(i) a member in good standing of the North 
Carolina State Bar, pursuant to Title 27, N.C. 
Administrative Code, The N.C. State Bar, 
Chapter 1, Subchapter A, Section .0201(b) or 
Section .0201(c)(1), as those rules existed 
January 1, 2000, or 


(ii) a member similarly in good standing of the 
Bar of another state; demonstrates familiar- 
ity with North Carolina court structure, 
legal terminology and civil procedure; and 
provides to the Dispute Resolution 
Commission three letters of reference as to 
the applicant’s good character, including at 
least one letter from a person with knowl- 
edge of the applicant’s practice as an attor- 
ney; and 


(b) has at least five years of experience as a judge, 
practicing attorney, law professor and/or media- 
tor, or equivalent experience. 


Any current or former attorney who is disqualified by 
the attorney licensing authority of any state shall be 
ineligible to be certified under this Rule 8.B.(1) or 
Rule 8.B.(2). 


(2) Anon-attorney may be certified if he or she has com- 
pleted the following: 


(a) asix hour training on North Carolina court orga- 
nization, legal terminology, civil court proce- 
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(b) 


(c) 


(d) 


dure, the attorney-client privilege, the unautho- 
rized practice of law, and common legal issues 
arising in Superior Court cases, provided by a 
trainer certified by the Dispute Resolution 
Commission; 


provide to the Dispute Resolution Commission 
three letters of reference as to the applicant’s 
good character, including at least one letter 
from a person with knowledge of the applicant’s 
experience claimed in Rule 8.B.(2)(c); 


one of the following; (i) a minimum of 20 hours 
of basic mediation training provided by a 
trainer acceptable to the Dispute Resolution 
Commission; and after completing the 20 hour 
training, mediating at least 30 disputes, over the 
course of at least three years, or equivalent 
experience, and either a four year college de- 
gree or four years of management or admin- 
istrative experience in a professional, business, 
or governmental entity; or (ji) ten years of man- 
agement or administrative experience in a pro- 
fessional, business, or governmental entity. 


Observe three mediated settlement conferences 
meeting the requirements of Rule 8.C. con- 
ducted by at least two different certified media- 
tors, in addition to those required by Rule 8.C. 


C. Observe two mediated settlement conferences conducted 
by a certified Superior Court mediator; 


(1) at least one of which must be court ordered by a 
Superior Court, 


(2) 


the other may be a mediated settlement conference 
conducted under rules and procedures substantially 
similar to those set out herein, in cases pending in 
the North Carolina Industrial Commission, the North 
Carolina Office of Administrative Hearings, North 
Carolina Superior Court or the United States District 
Courts for North Carolina. 


D. Demonstrate familiarity with the statute, rules, and prac- 
tice governing mediated settlement conferences in North 


Carolina; 
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E. Be of good moral character and adhere to any ethieet 
standards hereafter of practice for mediators acting pur- 
suant to these Rules adopted by theis Supreme Court. 
Applicants for certification and re-certification and all 
certified Superior Court mediators shall report to the 
Commission any criminal convictions, disbarments or 
other disciplinary complaints and actions as soon as the 
applicant or mediator has notice of them, 








F. Submit proof of qualifications set out in this section on a 
form provided by the Dispute Resolution Commission, 


G. Pay all administrative fees established by the 
Administrative Office of the Courts upon the recommen- 
dation of the Dispute Resolution Commission; and 


H. Agree to mediateindigenteases-witheut-pay-and_ accept 
as payment in full of a party’s share of the mediator’s fee, 
the fee ordered by the Court pursuant to Rule 7; 


I. Comply with the requirements of the Dispute Resolution 
Commission for continuing mediator education or 
training. (These requirements may include completion of 
training or self-study clesigned to_ improve a_mediator’s 
communication, negotiation, facilitation or mediation 
skills; completion of observations; service as a mentor to 


a less experienced mediator; being mentored by a more 
experienced mediator; or serving as a trainer. Mediators 
shall report on a Commission approved form.) 








Certification may be revoked or not renewed at any time it is 
shown to the satisfaction of the Dispute Resolution Commission 
that a mediator no longer meets the above qualifications or has 
not faithfully observed these rules or those of any district in 
which he or she has served as a mediator. Any person who is 
or has been disqualified by a professional licensing authority of 


any state for misconduct shall be ineligible to be certified under 
this Rule. 


RULE 9. CERTIFICATION OF MEDIATION TRAINING 
PROGRAMS 


A. Certified training programs for mediators efSepererCourt 


epd—aetieons seeking only certification as Superior Court 
mediators shall consist of a minimum of 40 hours instruction. 


The curriculum of such programs shall include: 


(1) Conflict resolution and mediation theory; 
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(2) Mediation process and techniques, including the process 
and techniques of trial court mediation; 


(3) Communication and information gathering skills. 


€3)(4) Standards of conduct for mediators including, but 
not limited to the Standards of Professional Conduct 
adopted by the Supreme Court; 


€44(5.) Statutes, rules, and practice governing mediated set- 
tlement conferences in North Carolina; 


€55(6). Demonstrations of mediated settlement conferences; 


€6)(7) Simulations of mediated settlement conferences, 
involving student participation as mediator, attor- 
neys and disputants, which simulations shall be 
supervised, observed and evaluated by program fac- 
ulty; and 


(#)(8) Satisfactory completion of an exam by all students 
testing their familiarity with the statutes, rules and 
practice governing mediated settlement conferences 
in North Carolina. 


B. Certified training programs for mediators who are already 
certified as family financial mediators shall consist of a mini- 
mum of sixteen hours. The curriculum of such programs shall 
include the subjects in Rule 9.A. and discussion of the media- 
tion and culture of insured claims. There shall be at least two 
simulations as specified in subsection (7). 


B.C. A training program must be certified by the Dispute 
Resolution Commission before attendance at such program 
may be used for compliance with Rule 8.A. Certification 


need not be given in advance of attendance. 


Training programs attended prior to the promulgation 
of these rules or attended in other states may be ap- 
proved by the Dispute Resolution Commission if they are 
in substantial compliance with the standards set forth in 
this rule. 


€.D. To complete certification, a training program shall pay all 
administrative fees established by the Administrative Office 
of the Courts upon the recommendation of the Dispute 
Resolution Commission. 
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RULE 10. OTHER SETTLEMENT PROCEDURES 


A. ORDER AUTHORIZING OTHER SETTLEMENT PROCE- 
DURES. Upon receipt of a motion by the parties seeking 
authorization to utilize a settlement procedure in lieu of a 
mediated settlement conference, the Senior Resident 
Superior Court Judge may order the use of the procedure 
requested under these rules or under local rules unless the 
court finds that the parties did not agree upon all of the rele- 
vant details of the procedure, (including items a-e in Rule 
1.C.(2)); or that for good cause, the selected procedure is not 
appropriate for the case or the parties. 


B. OTHER SETTLEMENT PROCEDURES AUTHORIZED 
BY THESE RULES. In addition to mediated settlement con- 
ferences, the following settlement procedures are authorized 
by these Rules: 


(1) Neutral Evaluation (Rule 11). Neutral evaluation in 
which a neutral offers an advisory evaluation of the case 
following summary presentations by each party, 


(2) Arbitration (Rule 12). Non-Binding Arbitration, in 
which a neutral renders an advisory decision following 
summary presentations of the case by the parties and 
Binding Arbitration, in which a neutral renders a binding 
decision following presentations by the parties. 


(3) Summary Trials (Jury or Non-Jury) (Rule 13). Non- 
binding summary trials, in which a privately procured 
jury or presiding officer renders an advisory verdict fol- 
lowing summary presentations by the parties and, in 
the case of a summary jury trial, a summary of the law 
presented by a presiding officer; and binding summary 
trials, in which a privately procured jury or presiding 
officer_renders a binding verdict following summary 
presentations by the parties and, in the case of a 
summary jury trial, asummary of the law presented by a 
presiding officer. 


C. GENERAL RULES APPLICABLE TO OTHER SETTLE- 
MENT PROCEDURES. 


(1) When proceeding is conducted. Other settlement pro- 
cedures ordered by the court pursuant to these rules 
shall be conducted no later than the date of completion 
set out in the court’s original mediated settlement con- 
ference order unless extended by the Senior Resident 


Superior Court Judge. 
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(2) Authority and duties of neutrals. 
(a) Authority of neutrals. 


(i) Control of proceeding. The neutral shail at all 


times be in control of the proceeding and the 
procedures to be followed. 


(ii) Scheduling the proceeding. The neutral 
shall attempt to schedule the proceeding at a 
time that is convenient with the participants, 
attorneys and neutral. In the absence of agree- 


ment, the neutral shall select the date for the 


proceeding. 
(b) Duties of neutrals. 


(i) The_ neutral shall define and describe the fol- 
lowing at the beginning of the proceeding. 


(a) The process of the proceeding; 


(b) The differences between the proceeding 
and other forms of conflict resolution: 


(c) The costs of the proceeding; 


(d) The inadmissibility of conduct and state- 


ments as provided by G. 8 7A-38.1(1) and 
Rule 10.C.(6) herein; and 


(e) The duties and responsibilities of the neu- 
tral and the participants. 


(ii) Disclosure. The neutral has a duty to be 
impartial and to advise all participants of any 
circumstance bearing on possible bias, preju- 
dice, or partiality. 


(iii) Reporting results of the proceeding. The 
neutral shall report the result of the proceed- 
ing to the court in writing in accordance with 
the provisions of Rules 1] and 12, herein, on 
an AOC form. The Administrative Office of the 


Courts may require the neutral to provide sta- 
tistical data for evaluation of other settlement 


procedures on forms provided by it. 


(iv) Scheduling and holding the proceeding. It 
is the duty of the neutral to schedule the pro- 
ceeding and conduct it prior to the completion 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) 
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deadline set out in the court’s order. Deadlines 


for completion of the proceeding shall be 
strictly observed by the neutral unless said 
time limit is changed by a written order of the 
Senior Resident Superior Court Judge. 


Extensions of time. A party or a neutral may request 
the Senior Resident Superior Court Judge to extend the 
deadlines for completion of the settlement procedure. A 
request for an extension shall state the reasons the 
extension is sought and shall be served by the moving 
party upon the other parties and the neutral. If the court 
grants the motion for an extension, this order shall set_a 
new deadline for the completion of the settlement pro- 
cedure. Said order shall be delivered to all parties and 
the neutral by the person who sought the extension. 


Where procedure is conducted. The neutral shall be 
responsible for reserving a place agreed to by the par- 
ties, setting a time, and making other arrangements for 
the proceeding, and for giving timely notice to all attor- 
neys and unrepresented parties in writing of the time 
and location of the proceeding. 


No delay of other proceedings. Settlement proceed- 
ings shall not be cause for delay of other proceedings in 
the case, including but not limited to the conduct or 
completion of discovery, the filing or hearing of 
motions, or the trial of the case, except by order of the 
Senior Resident Superior Court Judge. 


Inadmissibility of settlement proceedings. 
Evidence of statements made and conduct occurring in 
a settlement proceeding shall not _be subject to discov- 
ery_and shall be inadmissible in any proceeding in the 
action or other actions on the same claim, except in pro- 


ceedings for sanctions or proceedings to enforce a set- 
tlement of the action. However, no evidence otherwise 


discoverable shall be inadmissible merely because it is 
presented or discussed in a settlement proceeding. 











No neutral shall be compelled to testify or produce evi- 
dence concerning statements made and conduct occur- 
ring in a settlement proceeding in any civil proceeding 
for any purpose, including proceedings to enforce a set- 
tlement of the action, except to attest to the signing of 
any such agreements, and except proceedings for sanc- 
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tions under this section, disciplinary proceedings of the 
State Bar, disciplinary proceedings of any agency estab- 
lished to enforce standards of conduct for mediators or 
other neutrals, and proceedings to enforce laws con- 
cerning juvenile or elder abuse. 


No record made. There shall be no record made of any 
proceedings under these Rules unless the parties have 
stipulated to binding arbitration or binding summary 
trial in which case any party after giving adequate notice 
to opposing parties may record the proceeding. 


Ex parte communication prohibited. Unless all par- 
ties agree otherwise, there shall be no ex parte commu- 
nication prior to the conclusion of the proceeding 
between the neutral and any counsel or party on any 


matter related to the proceeding except with regard to 
administrative matters. 


Duties of the parties. 


(a) Attendance. All persons required to attend a medi- 
ated settlement conference pursuant to Rule 4 shall 
attend any other settlement procedure which _ is 
non-binding in nature, authorized by these rules, 
and ordered by the court except those persons to 
whom the parties agree and the Senior Resident 
Superior Court judge excuses. Those persons 
required to attend other settlement procedures 
which are binding in nature, authorized by these 
rules, and ordered by the court shall be those per- 
sons to whom the parties agree. 


Notice of such agreement shall be given to the court 
and to the neutral through the filing of a motion to 
authorize the use of other settlement procedures 


within 21 days after entry of the Order requiring a 
mediated settlement conference. The notice shall be 


on an AOC form. 


(b) Finalizing agreement. If an agreement is reached 
in the proceeding, the parties to the agreement shall 
reduce its terms to writing, and sign it along with 
their counsel. By stipulation of the parties and _ at 
their expense, the agreement may be electronically 
or stenographically recorded. A consent judgment 
or one or more voluntary dismissals shall be filed 
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with the court by such persons as the parties 
shall designate. 


(c) Payment of neutral’s fee. The parties shall pay 


(10) 


(11) 


(12) 


the neutral’s fee as provided by Rule 10.C.(12). 


Selection of neutrals in other settlement proce- 
dures. The parties may select any individual to serve 
as a neutral in any settlement procedure authorized by 
these_rules. For arbitration, the parties may select 
either_a single arbitrator or a panel of arbitrators. 
Notice of such selection shall be given to the court and 
to the neutral through the filing of a motion to autho- 
rize the use of other settlement procedures within 


21 days after entry of the Order requiring a mediated 
settlement conference. 





The notice shall be on an AOC form. Such notice 
shall state the name, address and telephone number 
of the neutral selected; state the rate of compen- 
sation of the neutral; and state that the neutral and 
opposing counsel have agreed upon the selection 
and compensation. 


Disqualification. Any party may move a Resident or 
Presiding Superior Court Judge of the district in which 
an_ action is pending for an order disqualifying the neu- 
tral; and for good cause, such order shall be entered. 
Cause shall exist _if the selected neutral has violated 
any standard of conduct of the State Bar or any stand- 
ard of conduct for neutrals that may be adopted by the 


Supreme Court. 


Compensation of the neutral. A neutral’s compensa- 
tion shall be paid in an amount agreed to among the 
parties and the neutral. Time spent reviewing materials 
in preparing for the neutral evaluation, conducting the 
proceeding, and making and reporting the award shall 
be compensable time. 


Unless otherwise orclered by the court or agreed to by 
the_parties, the neutral’s fees shall be paid in equal 
shares by the parties. For purposes of this section, mul- 
tiple parties shall be considered one party when they 
are represented by the same counsel. The presiding 
officer and jurors in a summary jury trial are neutrals 
within the meaning of these Rules and shall be com- 


pensated by the parties. 








800 


MEDIATED SETTLEMENT CONFERENCES 


(13) Sanctions for failure to attend other settlement 


procedures. If any person required to attend a settle- 
ment procedure fails to attend without good cause, a 
Resident or Presiding Judge may impose upon the per- 
son any appropriate monetary sanction including but 
not limited to, the payment of fines, reimbursement of 
a party’s attorney fees, expenses, and share of the neu- 
tral’s fee and loss of earnings incurred by persons 
attending the conference. 


A_party seeking sanctions against a person, or a 
Resident or Presiding Judge upon his/her own motion, 
shall do so in a written motion stating the grounds for 
the motion and the relief sought. Said motion shall be 
served upon all parties and on any person against 
whom sanctions are being sought. If the court imposes 
sanctions, it shall do so, after notice and a hearing, in a 
written order, making findings of fact supported by 


substantial evidence and conclusions of law. 


RULE 11. RULES FOR NEUTRAL EVALUATION 
A. NATURE OF NEUTRAL EVALUATION. Neutral evaluation 


B. 


is an informal, abbreviated presentation of facts and issues by 
the parties to an evaluator at an early stage of the case. The 
neutral evaluator is responsible for evaluating the strengths 
and _ weaknesses of the case, providing candid assessment 
of liability, settlement value, and a dollar value or range of 
potential awards if the case proceeds to trial. The evaluator 
is also responsible for identifying areas of agreement and 
disagreement and suggesting necessary and appropriate 
discovery. 


WHEN CONFERENCE IS TO BE HELD. As a guiding prin- 
ciple, the neutral evaluation conference should be held at an 
early stage of the case after the time for the filing of answers 


has expired but in advance of the expiration of the discovery 
period. 


. PRE-CONFERENCE SUBMISSIONS. No later than twenty 


(20) days prior the date established for the neutral evaluation 
conference to begin, each party shall furnish the evaluator 
with written information about the case, and shall at the same 
time certify to the evaluator that they served a copy of such 
summary on all other parties to the case. The information 
provided to the evaluator and the other parties hereunder 
shall be a summary of the significant facts and issues in the 
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party’s case, shall not be more than five (5) pages in length, 
and shall have attached to it copies of any documents sup- 
porting the parties’ summary. Information provided to the 


evaluator and to the other parties pursuant to this paragraph 
shall not be filed with the Court. 


. REPLIES TO PRE-CONFERENCE SUBMISSIONS. No 


later than ten (10) days prior to the date established for the 
neutral evaluation conference to begin any party may, but is 

not required to, send additional written information not 
exceeding three (3) pages in length to the evaluator, respond- 
ing to the submission of an opposing party. The response shall 
be served on all other parties and the party sending such 
response shall certify such service to the evaluator, but such 


response shall not be filed with the Court. 


. CONFERENCE PROCEDURE. Prior to a neutral evaluation 
conference, the evaluator may request additional written 
information from any party. At the conference, the evaluator 
may address questions to the parties and give them _an 
opportunity to complete their summaries with a brief oral 
statement. 


. MODIFICATION OF PROCEDURE. Subject to approval of 
the evaluator, the parties may agree to modify the procedures 
required by these rules for neutral evaluation. 


. EVALUATOR’S DUTIES. 


(1) Evaluator’s opening statement. At the beginning of 
the conference the evaluator shall define and describe 


the following points to the parties in addition to those 
matters set out in Rule 10.C.(2)(b): 


(a) The fact that the neutral evaluation conference is 
not a trial, the evaluator is not a judge, the evalu- 
ator’s opinions are not binding on any party, and 


the parties retain their right to trial if they do not 
reach a settlement. 


(b) The fact that any settlement reached will be only by 
mutual consent of the Parties. 














(2) Oral report to parties by evaluator. In addition to the 
written report to the Court required under these rules, at 
the conclusion of the neutral evaluation conference the 
evaluator shall issue an oral report to the parties advising 
them of his or her opinions of the case. Such opinion 
shall include a candid assessment of liability, estimated 
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settlement value, and the strengths and weaknesses of 
each party’s claims if the case proceeds to trial. The oral 
report shall also contain a suggested settlement or dispo- 
sition of the case and the reasons therefore. The evalua- 


tor shall not reduce his or her oral report to writing, and 
shall not inform the Court thereof. 


(3) Report of evaluator to court. Within ten (10) days 
after the completion of the neutral evaluation confer- 
ence, the evaluator shall file a written report with the 
Court using an AOC form, stating when and where the 
conference was held, the names of those persons who 
attended the conference, whether or not an agreement 
was reached by the parties and the name of the person 


designated to file judgments or dismissals concluding 
the action. 


H. EVALUATOR’S AUTHORITY TO ASSIST NEGOTIA- 
TIONS. If all parties to the neutral evaluation conference 


request and agree, the evaluator may assist the parties in set- 
tlement discussions. 


I. FINALIZING AGREEMENT. If before the conclusion of the 


neutral evaluation conference and the evaluator’s report to the 
Court the parties are able to reach a settlement of their claims, 
the parties shall reduce the agreement to writing and sign it 
along with their counsel. A consent judgment or one or more 
voluntary dismissals shall be filed with the Court by such per- 
sons as the parties shall designate. 


RULE 12. RULES FOR ARBITRATION 


In this form of settlement procedure the parties select an arbitrator 
who shall hear the case and enter an advisory decision. The arbitra- 
tor’s decision is made to facilitate the parties’ negotiation of a settle- 
ment and is non-binding, unless neither party timely requests a trial 
de novo, in which case the decision is entered by the Senior Resident 
Superior Court Judge as a judgment, or the parties agree that the deci- 
sion shall be binding. 


A. ARBITRATORS. 


(1) Arbitrator’s Canon of Ethics. Arbitrators shall comply 
with the Canons of Ethics for Arbitrators promulgated by 
the Supreme Court of North Carolina. Arbitrators shall 


be disqualified and must recuse themselves in accord- 
ance with the Canons. 
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B. EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


Pre-hearing exchange of information. At least 10 
days before the date set for the arbitration hearing the 
parties shall exchange in writing: 


(a) Lists of witnesses they expect to testify. 


(b) Copies of documents or exhibits they expect to offer 
into evidence. 


(c) A brief statement of the issues and contentions of 
the parties. 


Parties may agree in writing to rely on stipulations and/or 
statements, sworn or unsworn, rather than _a formal 
presentation of witnesses and documents, for all or part 
of the hearing. Each party shall bring to the hearing and 


provide to the arbitrator a copy of these materials. These 
materials shall not be filed with the court or included in 


the case file. 








Exchanged documents considered authenticated. 
Any document exchanged may be received in the hear- 
ing as evidence without further authentication; however 
the party against whom it is offered may subpoena and 
examine as an adverse witness anyone who is the author, 
custodian, or_a witness through whom the document 
might otherwise have been introduced. Documents 
not so exchanged may not be received if to do so would 
in the arbitrator’s opinion, constitute unfair, prejudicial 
surprise. 











Copies of exhibits admissible. Copies of exchanged 
documents or exhibits are admissible in arbitration hear- 


ings, in lieu of the originals. 


C. ARBITRATION HEARINGS. 


(1) 


(2) 


Witnesses. Witnesses may be compelled to testify under 
oath or affirmation and produce evidence by the same 
authority and to the same extent as if the hearing were a 
trial. The arbitrator is empowered and authorized _ to 
administer oaths and affirmations in arbitration hearings. 


Subpoenas. Rule 45 of the North Carolina Rules of Civil 
Procedure shall apply to subpoenas for attendance of 
witnesses and production of documentary evidence at an 
arbitration hearing under these rules. 
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(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) 


(7) 


(8) 
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Motions. Designation of an action for arbitration does 
not affect a party’s right to file any motion with the court. 


(a) The court, in its discretion, may consider and deter- 
mine any motion at any time. It may defer consider- 
ation of issues raised by motion to the arbitrator for 
determination in the award. Parties shall state their 
contentions regarding pending motions referred to 
the arbitrator in the exchange of information 
required by Rule 12.B.(1). 


(b) Pendency of a motion shall not be cause for delaying 
an arbitration hearing unless the court so orders. 


Law of evidence used as guide. The law of evidence 
does not apply, except as to privilege, in an arbitration 
hearing but shall be considered as a guide toward full and 
fair development of the facts. The arbitrator shall con- 
sider all evidence presented and give it the weight and 
effect the arbitrator determines appropriate. 


Authority of arbitrator to govern hearings. Arbitra- 
tors shall have the authority of a trial Judge to govern the 
conduct of hearings, except for the power to punish for 
contempt. The arbitrator shall refer all matters involving 
contempt to the Senior Resident Superior Court Judge. 


Conduct of hearing. The arbitrator and the parties shall 
review the list of witnesses, exhibits and written state- 
ments concerning issues previously exchanged by the 
parties pursuant to Rule 12.B.(1), above. The order of the 
hearing shall generally follow the order _at_ trial with 
regard to opening statements and closing arguments of 
counsel, direct and cross examination of witnesses and 
presentation of exhibits. However, in the arbitrator’s dis- 
cretion the order may be varied. 


No Record of hearing made. No official transcript of 
an_arbitration hearing shall be made. The arbitrator may 
permit any party to record the arbitration hearing in any 
manner that does not interfere with the proceeding. 


Parties must Be present at hearings: Representa- 
tion. Subject to the provisions of Rule 10.C.(9), all par- 
ties shall be present at hearings in person or through 
representatives authorized to make binding decisions on 
their behalf in all matters in controversy before the arbi- 








(9) 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 
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trator. All parties may be represented by counsel. Parties 
may appear pro se as permitted by law. 


Hearing concluded. The arbitrator shall declare the 
hearing concluded when all the evidence is in and 
any arguments the arbitrator permits have been 
completed. In exceptional cases, the arbitrator has 
discretion to receive post-hearing briefs, but not evi- 


dence, if submitted within three days after the hearing 
has been concluded. 








. THE AWARD. 
(1) Filing the award. The award shall be in writing, signed 


by the arbitrator and filed with the Clerk of the Superior 
Court in the County where the action is pending, with a 
copy to the Senior Resident Superior Court Judge within 
twenty (20) days after the hearing is concluded or the 
receipt of post-hearing briefs, whichever is later. An 
award form, which shall be an AOC form, shall be used 
by the arbitrator as its report to the court and may be 
used to record its award. 











Findings; Conclusions; Opinions. No findings of fact 
and conclusions of law or opinions supporting an award 
are required. 


Scope of award. The award must resolve all issues 
raised by the pleadings, may be in any amount supported 
by the evidence, shall include interest _as provided by 
law, and may include attorney’s fees as allowed by law. 


Costs. The arbitrator may include in an award court 
costs accruing through the arbitration proceedings in 
favor of the prevailing party. 


Copies of award to parties. The arbitrator shall 
deliver a copy of the award to all of the parties or their 
counsel at the conclusion of the hearing or the arbitrator 
shall serve the award after filing. A record shall be made 
by the arbitrator of the date and manner of service. 


. TRIAL DE NOVO. 


(1) 


Trial de novo as of right. Any party not in default for a 
reason subjecting that party to judgment by default who 
is dissatisfied with an arbitrator’s award may have a trial 


de novo as of right upon filing a written demand for trial 
de novo with the court, and service of the demand on all 
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(2) 
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parties, on an AOC form within 30 days after the arbitra- 
tor’s award has been served. Demand for jury trial pur- 
suant to N.C.R.Civ.P. 38(b) does not preserve the right to 
a trial de novo. A demand by any party for a trial de novo 
in accordance with this section is sufficient to preserve 
the right of all other parties to a trial de novo. Any trial de 


novo pursuant to this section shall include all claims in 
the action. 


No reference to arbitration in presence of jury. A 
trial de novo shall be conducted as if there had been no 
arbitration proceeding. No reference may be made to 
prior arbitration proceedings in the presence of a jury 
without consent of all parties to the arbitration and the 
court's approval. 


F. JUDGMENT ON THE ARBITRATION DECISION. 


(1) 


(2) 


Termination of action before judgment. Dismissals 
or a consent judgment may be filed at any time before 
entry of judgment on an award. 


Judgment entered on award. If the case is not termi- 
nated by dismissal or consent judgment, and no party 
files a demand for trial de novo within 30 days after the 
award is served, the Senior Resident Superior Court 
Judge shall enter judgment on the award, which shall 
have the same effect as a consent judgment in the action. 


A copy of the judgment shall be served on all parties or 
their counsel. 


G. AGREEMENT FOR BINDING ARBITRATION. 


(1) 


(2) 


Written agreement. The arbitrator’s decision may be 
binding upon the parties if all parties agree in writ- 
ing. Such agreement may be made at any time after the 
order for arbitration and prior to the filing of the arbitra- 
tor’s decision. The written agreement shall be executed 
by the parties and their counsel, and shall be filed with 
the Clerk of Superior Court and the Senior Resident 


Superior Court Judge prior to the filing of the arbitrator’s 
decision. 


Entry of judgment on a binding decision. The arbi- 
trator shall file the decision with the Clerk of Superior 


Court and it shall become a judgment in the same manner 
as set out in G.S. 1-567.1 ff. 
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H. MODIFICATION PROCEDURE. 


Subject to approval of the arbitrator, the parties may agree to 
modify the procedures required by these rules for court 
ordered arbitration. 


RULE 13. RULES FOR SUMMARY TRIALS 


In asummary bench trial, evidence is presented in a summary fashion 
to a presiding officer, who shall render a verdict. In a Summary jury 
trial, evidence is presented in summary fashion to a privately pro- 
cured jury, which shall render a verdict. The goal of summary trials is 
to obtain an accurate prediction of the ultimate verdict of a full civil 


trial as an aid to the parties and their settlement efforts. 


Rule 23 of the General Rules of Practice also provides for summary 
jury trials. While parties may request of the Court permission to uti- 
lize that process, it may not be substituted in lieu of mediated settle- 
ment conferences or other procedures outlined in these rules. 


A. PRE-SUMMARY TRIAL CONFERENCE. 


Prior to the summary trial, counsel for the parties shall attend 
a conference with the presidi ing officer selected by the parties 


pursuant to Rule 10.C.(10). That presiding officer shall issue 
an order which shall: 


(1) Confirm the completion of discovery or set a date for 
the completion; 


(2) Order that all statements made by counsel in the 
summary trial shall be founded _on admissible evi- 


dence, either documented by deposition or other dis- 


covery previously filed and served, or by affidavits of 
the witnesses; 





(3) Schedule all outstanding motions for hearing; 
(4) Set dates by which the parties exchange: 


(a) A list of parties’ respective issues and contentions 
for trial; 


(b) A_preview_of the party’s presentation, including 
notations as to the document (e.g. deposition, affi- 
davit, letter, contract) which supports that eviden- 
tiary statement; 


(c) All documents or other evidence upon which each 
party will rely in making its presentation; and 
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(d) All exhibits to be presented at the summary trial. 


(5) Set the date by which the parties shall enter a stipula- 
tion, subject to the presiding officer’s approval, detail- 
ing the time allowable for jury selection, opening 
statements, the presentation of evidence, and closing 
arguments (total time is usually limited to one day); 


(6) Establish a procedure by which private, paid jurors 
will be located and assembled by the parties if a sum- 
mary jury trial is to held and set the date by which the 
parties shall submit agreed upon jury instructions, jury 
selection questionnaire, and the number of potential 
jurors to be questioned and seated; 


(7) Seta date for the summary jury trial; and 


(8) Address such other matters as are necessary to place 
the matter in a posture for summary trial. 


B. PRESIDING OFFICER TO ISSUE ORDER IF PARTIES 
UNABLE TO AGREE. If the parties are unable to agree 
upon the dates and procedures set out in Section A. of this 
Rule, the presiding officer shall issue an order which 
addresses all matters necessary to place the case in a posture 
for summary trial. 


C. STIPULATION TO A BINDING SUMMARY TRIAL. At any 


time prior to the rendering of the verdict, the parties may stip- 
ulate that the summary trial be binding and the verdict 
become a final judgment. The parties may also make a bind- 
ing high/low agreement, wherein a verdict below a stipulated 
floor or above a stipulated ceiling would be rejected in favor 
of the floor or ceiling. 


D. EVIDENTIARY MOTIONS. Counsel shall exchange and file 
motion in limine and other evidentiary matters, which shall 
be heard prior to the trial. Counsel shall agree prior to the 
hearing of said motions as to whether the presiding officer’s 
rulings will be binding in all subsequent hearings or non-bind- 
ing and limited to the summary trial. 


E. JURY SELECTION. In the case of a summary jury trial, 
potential jurors shall be selected in accordance with the pro- 
cedure set out in the pre-summary trial order. These jurors 
shall complete a questionnaire previously stipulated to by the 
parties. Eighteen jurors or such lesser number as the parties 
agree shall submit to questioning by the presiding officer and 


F. 


G. 
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each _ party for such time as is allowed pursuant to the 
Summary Trial Pre-trial Order. Each party shall then have 
three peremptory challenges, to be taken alternately, 
beginning with the plaintiff. Following the exercise of all 
peremptory challenges, the first twelve seated jurors, or 
such lesser number as the parties may agree, shall constitute 
the panel. 


After the jury is seated, the presiding officer in his/her dis- 
cretion, may describe the issues and procedures to be used in 
presenting the summary jury trial. The jury shall not be 
informed of the non-binding nature of the proceeding, so as 
not to diminish the seriousness with which they consider the 
matter and in the event the parties later stipulate to a binding 
proceeding. 


PRESENTATION OF EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENTS OF 


COUNSEL. Each party may make a brief opening statement, 
following which each side shall present its case within the 
time limits set in the Summary Trial Pre-trial Order. Each 


party may reserve a portion of its time for rebuttal or surre- 
buttal evidence. Although closing arguments are generally 
omitted, subject to the presiding officer’s discretion and the 
parties’ agreement, each party may be allowed to make clos- 
ing arguments within the time limits previously established. 


Evidence shall be presented in summary fashion by the at- 
torneys for each party without live testimony. Where the 
credibility of a witness is important, the witness may testify 
in person or by video deposition. All statements of counsel 
shall be founded on evidence that would be admissible at trial 


and documented by prior discovery. 


Affidavits offered into evidence shall be served upon oppos- 
ing parties far enough in advance of the proceeding to allow 
time for affiants to be deposed. Counsel may read portions of 
the deposition to the jury. Photographs, exhibits, documen- 
tary evidence and accurate summaries of evidence through 
charts, diagrams, evidence notebooks, or other visual means 
are encouraged, but shall be stipulated by both parties or 
approved by the presiding officer. 


JURY CHARGE. In a summary jury trial, following the 
presentation of evidence by both parties, the presiding officer 
shall give a brief charge to the jury, relying on predetermined 
jury instructions and such additional instructions as the pre- 
siding officer deems appropriate. 
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DELIBERATION AND VERDICT, In a summary jury trial, 
the presiding officer shall inform the jurors that they should 
attempt to return a unanimous verdict. The jury shall be given 
a verdict form stipulated to by the parties or approved by the 
presiding officer. The form may include specific interrogato- 
ries, a general lability inquiry and/or an inquiry as to dam- 
ages. If, after diligent efforts and a reasonable time, the jury 
is unable to reach a unanimous verdict, the presiding officer 
may recall the jurors and encourage them to reach a verdict 
quickly, and/or inform them that they may return separate 
verdicts, for which purpose the presiding officer may distrib- 
ute separate forms. 


In a summary bench trial, at the close of the presentation of 
evidence and arguments of counsel and after allowing time 
for settlement discussions and consideration of the evidence 
by the presiding officer, the presiding officer shall render a 
decision. Upon a party’s request, the presiding officer may 
allow three business days for the filing of post-hearing briefs. 
If the presiding officer takes the matter under advisement or 
allows post-hearing briefs, the decision shall be rendered no 
later than ten days after the close of the hearing or filing of 
briefs whichever is longer. 


I. JURY QUESTIONING. In a summary jury trial the presiding 


officer may allow a brief conference with the jurors in open 
court after a verdict has been returned, in order to determine 
the basis of the jury’s verdict. However, if such a conference is 
used, it should be limited to general impressions. The presid- 
ing officer should not allow counsel to ask detailed questions 
of jurors to prevent altering the summary trial from a settle- 
ment technique to a form of pre-trial rehearsal. Jurors shall 
not be required to submit to counsels’ questioning and shall be 
informed of the option to depart. 





. SETTLEMENT DISCUSSIONS. Upon the retirement of the 


jury in summary jury trials or the presiding officer in summary 
bench trials, the parties and/or their counsel shall meet for 
settlement discussions. Following the verdict or decision, the 
parties and/or their counsel shall meet to explore further set- 
tlement possibilities. The parties may request that the presid- 
ing officer remain available to provide such input or guidance 
as the presiding officer deems appropriate. 


. MODIFICATION OF PROCEDURE. Subject to approval of 


the presiding officer, the parties may agree to modify the pro- 
cedures set forth in these Rules for summary trial. 
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L. SETTLEMENT OF THE CASE. In the event that the parties 
settle the case in the course of the summary trial, the presid- 
ing officer shall direct the parties to immediately prepare and 
sign a memorandum of settlement which shall be filed with 
the Clerk of Superior Court. 


RULE 14, 46. LOCAL RULE MAKING. 


The Senior Resident Superior Court Judge of any district conducting 
mediated settlement conferences under these Rules is authorized to 


publish local rules, not inconsistent with these Rules and G.S. 7A- 
38.1, implementing mediated settlement conferences in that district. 


RULE 15. #4- DEFINITIONS. 


A. The term, Senior Resident Superior Court Judge, as used 
throughout these rules, shall refer both to said judge or said 
judge’s designee. 





B. The phrase, AOC forms, shall refer to forms prepared by, 
printed, and distributed by the Administrative Office of the 
Courts to implement these Rules or forms approved by local 
rule which contain at least the same information as those pre- 
pared by the Administrative Office of the Courts. Proposals 
for the creation or modification of such forms may be initi- 
ated by the Dispute Resolution Commission. 


RULE 16. 42. TIME LIMITS. 


Any time limit provided for by these Rules may be waived or ex- 
tended for good cause shown. Service of papers and computation of 
time shall be governed by the Rules of Civil Procedure. 
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AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF THE 
NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING 
PROFESSIONAL LIABILITY INSURANCE 


The following amendments to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar were duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on July 25, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar 
that the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar con- 
cerning professional liability insurance, as particularly set forth in 
27 N.C.A.C. 1A, Section .0200 and 27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .0900, 
be amended as follows (additions are underlined, deletions are 
interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1A, Section .0200 Organization of the North 
Carolina State Bar 


.0204 Certificate of Insurance Coverage 


(a) Before July 1 of each year, each active member shall submit a cer- 
tificate to the secretary of the North Carolina State Bar on a form 
provided by the secretary stating whether the member is engaged 
in the private practice of law and, if so, whether the member is 
covered by a policy of professional liability insurance issued by 
an_insurer legally permitted to provide coverage in North 
Carolina. The certificate may be submitted in electronic form or 
in an original document. If, after having most recently submitted 
a certificate of insurance coverage asserting that the member is 
covered by a policy of professional liability insurance coverage, a 
member for any reason ceases to be insured, the member shall 
immediately advise the North Carolina State Bar of the changed 
circumstances in writing. 


(b) Any active member who fails to submit the certificate of insur- 
ance coverage required above in a timely fashion may be sus- 
pended from active membership in the North Carolina State 
Bar in accordance with the procedures set forth in Rule .0903 of 
subchapter D. 


(c) Any member failing to submit a certificate of insurance coverage 
in a timely fashion shall pay a late fee of $30 to defray the admin- 
istrative cost of enforcing compliance with this rule; provided, 
however, that no late fee associated with such failure shall be 
charged if the member is also liable for a late fee in regard to fail- 
ure to pay the annual membership fee or Client Security Fund 
assessment for the same year in a timely fashion. 
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(d) Notwithstanding the foregoing: 


(1) A person licensed to practice Jaw in North Carolina for the 
first time by examination shall not be required to file a certificate 
of insurance coverage during the year in which the person is 
admitted; 


(2) A person licensed to practice law in North Carolina serving in 
the armed forces, in a legal or nonlegal capacity, shall not be 


required to file a certificate of insurance coverage for any year in 
which the member is on active duty in military service; 


(3) A person licensed to practice law in North Carolina who files 
a petition for inactive status on or before December 31 of a given 
year shall not be required to file a certificate of insurance cover- 
age for the following year if the petition is granted. A petition 
shall be deemed timely if it is postmarked on or before 
December 31. 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .0900 Procedures for Administrative 
Committee 





.0903 Suspension for Nonpayment of Membership Fees, Late 
Fee, Client Security Fund Assessment, or Assessed Costs, or 
Failure to File Certificate of Insurance Coverage 


(a) Notice of Overdue Fees, e¢ Costs or Certificate of Insurance 
Coverage 


Whenever it appears that a member has failed to comply, in a timely 
fashion, with the rules regarding payment of the annual membership 
fee, late fee, the Client Security Fund assessment, and/or any district 
bar annual membership fee, or that the member has failed to pay, ina 
timely fashion, the costs of a disciplinary, disability, reinstatement, 
show cause, or other proceeding of the North Carolina State Bar as 
required by a notice of the chairperson of the Grievance Committee, 
an order of the Disciplinary Hearing Commission, or a notice of the 
secretary or the council of the North Carolina State Bar, or that the 
member has failed to file, in a timely fashion, a certificate of insur- 
ance coverage as required in Rule .0204 of subchapter A of these 
rules, the secretary shall prepare a written notice 








(1) directing the member to show cause, in writing, within 30 
days of the date of service of the notice why he or she should not 
be suspended from the practice of law, and 


(2) when appropriate, demanding payment of a $30 late fee for 
the failure to pay the annual membership fee to the North 
Carolina State Bar and/or Client Security Fund assessment in a 
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timely fashion, and/or failure to submit a certificate of insurance 
coverage in a timely fashion. 


(b) Service of the Notice 





The notice shall be served on the member pursuant to Rule 4 of the 
North Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure and may be served by a State 
Bar investigator or any other person authorized by Rule 4 of the North 
Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure to serve process. 


(c) Entry of Order of Suspension Upon Failure to Respond to Notice 
to Show Cause 


Whenever a member fails to respond in writing within 30 days of the 
service of the notice to show cause upon the member, and it appears 
that the member has failed to comply with the rules regarding pay- 
ment of the annual membership fee, any late fees imposed pursuant 
to Rule .0203(b) or Rule .0204(c) of subchapter A, the Client Security 
Fund assessment, and/or any district bar annual membership fee, 
and/or it appears that the member has failed to pay any costs 
assessed against the member as required by a notice of the chairper- 
son of the Grievance Committee, an order of the Disciplinary Hearing 
Commission, and/or a notice of the secretary or council of the North 


Carolina State Bar, and/or it appears that the member has failed to file 


a_certificate of insurance coverage, the council may enter an order 
suspending the member from the practice of law. The order shall be 


effective when entered by the council. A copy of the order shall be 
served on the member pursuant to Rule 4 of the North Carolina Rules 
of Civil Procedure and may be served by a State Bar investigator or 
any other person authorized by Rule 4 of the North Carolina Rules of 
Civil Procedure to serve process. 


(d) Procedure Upon Submission of a Timely Response to a Notice to 
Show Cause 


(1) Consideration by Administrative Committee 


If a member submits a written response to a notice to show cause 
within 30 days of the service of the notice upon the member, the 
Administrative Committee shall consider the matter at its next regu- 
larly scheduled meeting. The member may personally appear at the 
meeting and be heard, may be represented by counsel, and may offer 
witnesses and documents. The counsel may appear at the meeting on 
behalf of the State Bar and be heard, and may offer witnesses and 
documents. The burden of proof shall be upon the member to show 
cause by clear, cogent and convincing evidence why the member 
should not be suspended from the practice of law for the apparent 
failure to comply with the rules regarding payment of the annual 
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membership fee, late fee, Client Security Fund assessment, and/or 
any district bar annual membership fee, and/or the apparent failure to 
pay costs assessed against the member as required by a notice of the 
chairperson of the Grievance Committee, an order of the Disciplinary 
Hearing Commission, and/or a notice of the secretary or council of 
the North Carolina State Bar, and/or the apparent failure to file a cer- 


tificate of insurance coverage. 


(2) Recommendation of Administrative Committee 





The Administrative Committee shall determine whether the mem- 
ber has shown cause why the member should not be suspended. If 
the committee determines that the member has failed to show 
cause, the committee shall recommend to the council that the mem- 
ber be suspended. 


(3) Order of Suspension 


Upon the recommendation of the Administrative Committee, the 
council may enter an order suspending the member from the practice 
of jaw. The order shall be effective when entered by the council. A 
copy of the order shall be served on the member pursuant to Rule 4 
of the North Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure and may be served by 
a State Bar investigator or any other person authorized by Rule 4 of 
the North Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure to serve process. 


(e) Late Tender of Membership Fees, e¢ Assessed Costs,_or 
Certificate of Insurance Coverage 


If a member tenders to the North Carolina State Bar the annual mem- 
bership fee, the $30 late fee, Client Security Fund assessment, any 
district bar annual membership fee, and/or any costs assessed against 
the member by the chairperson of the Grievance Committee, the 
Disciplinary Hearing Commission, and/or the secretary or council of 
the North Carolina State Bar or overdue certificate of insurance cov- 
erage before a suspension order is entered by the council, no order of 
suspension will be entered. 


.0904 Reinstatement After Suspension for Failure to Pay 
Fees or Assessed Costs, or to File Certificate of Insurance 


Coverage 
(a) Reinstatement Within 30 Days of Service of Suspension Order 


A member who has been suspended for nonpayment of the annual 
membership fee, late fee, Client Security Fund assessment, district 
bar annual membership fee, and/or costs assessed against the mem- 
ber by the chairperson of the Grievance Committee, the Disciplinary 
Hearing Commission, and/or the secretary or council of the North 
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Carolina State Bar, and/or failure to file a certificate of insurance cov- 
erage as required by Rule .0204 of subchapter A, may petition the sec- 
retary for an order of reinstatement of the member’s license at any 
time up to 30 days after service of the suspension order upon the 
member. The secretary shall enter an order reinstating the member to 
active status upon receipt of a timely written request and satisfactory 
showing by the member of certification of insurance coverage and/or 
payment of the membership fee, late fee, Client Security Fund assess- 
ment, district bar annual membership fee, assessed costs, and the 
costs of the suspension and reinstatement procedure, including the 
costs of service. Such member shall not be required to file a formal 
reinstatement petition or pay a $125 reinstatement fee. 


(b) Reinstatement More than 30 Days After Service of Suspen- 
sion Order | 


At any time more than 30 days after service of an order of suspension 
on a member, a member who has been suspended for nonpayment of 
the membership fee, late fee, Client Security Fund assessment, dis- 
trict bar annual membership fee, and/or costs assessed against the 
member by the chairperson of the Grievance Committee, the 
Disciplinary Hearing Commission, and/or the secretary or council 
of the North Carolina State Bar and/or failure to file a certificate 
of insurance coverage, may petition the council for an order of 
reinstatement. 


(c) Contents of Reinstatement Petition 
The petition shall set out facts showing the following: 


(1) that the member has provided all information requested in a 
form to be prescribed by the council and has signed the form 
under oath; 


(2) unless the member was exempt from such requirements pur- 
suant to Rule .1517 of this subchapter, that the member satisfied 
the minimum continuing legal education (CLE) requirements, as 
set forth in Rule .1518 of this subchapter, for the calendar year 
immediately preceding the year in which the member was sus- 
pended (the “subject year”), including any deficit from a prior 
year that was carried forward and recorded in the member’s CLE 
record for the subject year and, if two or more years have 
elapsed between the effective date of the suspension order and 
the date upon which the reinstatement petition is filed, that 
within one year prior to filing the petition, the member com- 
pleted 15 hours of CLE accredited pursuant to Rule .1519 of this 
subchapter, including at least 3 hours of instruction in the areas 
of professional responsibility and/or professionalism; 
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(3) that the member has the moral qualifications, competency 
and learning in the law required for admission to practice law in 
the state of North Carolina, and that the member’s resumption of 
the practice of law will be neither detrimental to the integrity 
and standing of the Bar or the administration of justice nor sub- 
versive of the public interest; ard 


(4) that the member has paid all of the following: 
(A) a $125.00 reinstatement fee; 


(B) all membership fees, Client Security Fund assessments, and late 
fees owed at the time of suspension and owed for the year in which 
the reinstatement petition is filed; 


(C) all past and current district bar annual membership fees owed at 
the time of suspension; 


(D) all attendee fees, fines and penalties owed the Board of Contin- 
uing Legal Education at the time of suspension and attendee fees for 
CLE courses taken to satisfy the requirements of Rule .0904(c)(2) 
above; 


(E) any costs assessed against the member by the chairperson of the 
Grievance Committee, the Disciplinary Hearing Commission, and/or 
the secretary or council of the North Carolina State Bar; and 


(F) all costs incurred by the North Carolina State Bar in suspending 
the member, including the costs of service, and in investigating and 
processing the application for reinstatement; and 


(5) that the member has filed a certificate of insurance coverage 
for the current year. 


(d) Procedure for Review of Reinstatement Petition 


The procedure for review of the reinstatement petition shall be as set 
forth in Rule .0902(c)-(f) above. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, IJ, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendments 
to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar were 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a reg- 
ularly called meeting on July 25, 2003. 
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Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 
s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendments to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84 of the General Statutes. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


s/I. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they 
be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
DISCIPLINE AND DISABILITY OF ATTORNEYS 


The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on April 18, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the discipline and disability of attorneys, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 1B, Section .0100, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1B, Section .0100, Discipline and Disability of 
Attorneys 


-0111 Grievances: Form and Filing 


(a) A grievance may be filed by any person against a member of the 
North Carolina State Bar. Such grievance may be written or oral, ver- 
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ified or unverified, and may be made initially to the counsel. The 
counsel may require that a grievance be reduced to writing in affi- 
davit form and may prepare and distribute standard forms for this 
purpose. 


(f) The counsel may decline to investigate the following allegations: 


(i) that amember provided ineffective assistance of counsel in 
a criminal case, unless a court has granted _a motion for 
appropriate relief based upon the member’s conduct; 


(ii) thata plea entered in a criminal case was not made volun- 


tarily and knowingly, unless a court granted a motion for 
appropriate relief based 1pon the member’s conduct; 


(iii) that a member’s advice or strategy in a civil or criminal mat- 
ter was inadequate or ineffective. 





NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on April 18, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of, August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84 of the General Statutes. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
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the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS 
OF THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING 
THE CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 


The following amendments to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar were duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on July 25, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the continuing legal education program, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1500, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1500 Rules Governing the 
Administration of the Continuing Legal Education Program 


.1517 Scope and Exemptions 


(a) Except as provided herein, these rules shall apply to every active 
member licensed by the North Carolina State Bar. To qualify for an 


exemption for a particular calendar year, a member shall notify the 
board of the exemption in the annual report for that calendar year 
sent to the member pursuant to Rule .1522 of this subchapter, All 
active members who are exempt are encouraged to attend and par- 
ticipate in legal education programs. 


(b) The governor, the lieutenant governor, and all members of the 
council of state, eh4+rembers-ofthefederat-and-stateudieiars mem- 
bers of the United States Senate, members of the United States House 
of Representatives, members of the North Carolina General Assembly 
and members of the United States Armed Forces on full-time active 
duty are exempt from the requirements of these rules for any calen- 
dar year in which they serve some portion thereof in such capacity. 


*> = eva 
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(c) Members of the state judiciary who are required by virtue of their 
judicial offices to take an average of twelve (12) or more hours of 
continuing judicial or other legal education annually and all members 
of the federal judiciary are exempt from the requirements of these 
rules for any calendar year in which they serve some portion thereof 
in such judicial capacities. A full-time law clerk for a member of the 
federal or state judiciary is exempt from the requirements of these 
rules for any calendar year in which the clerk serves some portion 
thereof in such capacity, provided, however, that the exemption shall 
not exceed two consecutive calendar years and, further provided, 
that the clerkship begins within one year after the clerk graduates 
from law school or passes the bar examination for admission to the 
North Carolina State Bar whichever occurs later. 


(d) ¢& Any active member residing outside of North Carolina or any 
active member residing inside North Carolina who is a full-time 
teacher at the Institute of Government of the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill or at a law school in North Carolina accred- 
ited by the American Bar Association and who in each case neither 
practices in North Carolina nor represents North Carolina clients on 
matters governed by North Carolina law shall be exempt from 


the requirements of these rules. wpern—writen—eappleation—_te 


(e) 4 The board may exempt an active member from the continuing 
legal education requirements for a period of not more than one year 
at a time upon a finding by the board of special circumstances unique 
to that member constituting undue hardship or other reasonable basis 
for exemption, or for a longer period upon a finding of a permanent 
disability. 


(ff) ¢4 Nonresident attorneys from other jurisdictions who are tem- 
porarily admitted to practice in a particular case or proceeding pur- 
suant to the provisions of G.S. 84-4.1 shall not be subject to the 
requirements of these rules. 


(g) & The board may exempt an active member from the continuing 
legal education requirements if 


(1) the member is sixty-five years of age or older and 


(2) the member does not render legal advice to or represent a 
client unless the member associates another active member who 
assumes responsibility for the advice or representation. 
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(h) During a calendar year in which the records of the board indicate 
that an active member is exempt from the requirements of these 
rules, the board shall not maintain a record of such member’s atten- 
dance at accredited continuing legal education activities. Upon the 
termination of the member’s exemption, the member may request 
carry over credit up to a maximum of twelve (12) credits for any 
accredited continuing legal education activity attended during the 
calendar year immediately preceding the year of the termination of 
the exemption. Appropriate documentation of attendance at such 
activities will be required by the board. 





NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, I], Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendments 
to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar were 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a reg- 
ularly called meeting on July 25, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendments to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84 of the General Statutes. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


s/I]. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they 
be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 20038. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 
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AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 


The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on April 18, 2003. 


BE [T RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the administration of the continuing legal education program, as par- 
ticularly set forth in 27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1500, be amended as fol- 
lows (additions are underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1500, Rules Governing the 
Administration of the Continuing Legal Education Program 


.1518 Continuing Legal Education Program 


(a) Each active member subject to these rules shall complete 12 
hours of approved continuing legal education during each calen- 
dar year beginning January 1, 1988, as provided by these rules 
and the regulations adopted thereunder. 


(b) Of the 12 hours 


(1) at least 2 hours shall be devoted to the areas of professional 
responsibility or professionalism or any combination thereof; 
and 


(2) effective January 1, 2002, at least once every three calendar 
years, each member shall complete an additional hour of contin- 
uing legal education instruction on substance abuse and debili- 
tating mental conditions, as defined in Rule .1602 (c), which shall 
be in addition to the requirement of Rule .1518(b)(1) above. To 
satisfy this requirement, a member must attend an accredited 
program on substance abuse and debilitating mental conditions 
that is at least one hour Jong. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, U, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on April 18, 2003. 
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Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the Ist day of October, 2003. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the Ist day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 


The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar was 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its 
quarterly meeting on July 25, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the continuing legal education program, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1500, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1500 Rules Governing the Administra- 
tion of the Continuing Legal Education Program 


.1518 Continuing Legal Education Program 


(a) Each active member subject to these rules shall complete 12 
hours of approved continuing legal education during each calen- 
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dar year beginning January 1, 1988, as provided by these rules 
and the regulations adopted thereunder. 


(b) Of the 12 hours 


(1) at least 2 hours shall be devoted to the areas of professional 
responsibility or professionalism or any combination 
thereof; and 


(2) effective January 1, 2002, at least once every three calendar 
years, each member shall complete an additional hour of 
continuing legal education instruction on substance abuse 
and debilitating mental conditions; as defined in Rule .1602 
(c)-.whieh This hour shall be credited to the 12 hour require- 
ment set forth in Rule .1518(a) above but shall be in addition 
to the requirement of Rule .1518(b)(1) above. To satisfy this 
requirement, a member must attend an accredited program 
on substance abuse and debilitating mental conditions that 
is at least one hour long. 


(c) Members may carry over up to 12 credit hours earned in one cal- 
endar year to the next calendar year, which may include those hours 
required by Rule .1518(b) above. Additionally, a newly admitted 
active member may include as credit hours which may be carried 
over to the next succeeding year, any approved CLE hours earned 
after that member’s graduation from law school. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, I], Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on July 25, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, Il 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the Ist day of October, 2003. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 
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Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 


The following amendments to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar were duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on July 25, 2003. | 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the continuing legal education program, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1500, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1500 Rules Governing the Administra- 
tion of the Continuing Legal Education Program 


1519 Accreditation Standards 


The board shall approve continuing legal education activities which 
meet the following standards and provisions. 


(1) They shall have significant intellectual or practical content and 
the primary objective shall be to increase the participant’s profes- 
sional competence and proficiency as a lawyer. 


(2) They shall constitute an organized program of learning dealing 
with matters directly related to the practice of law, professional 
responsibility, professionalism, or ethical obligations of lawyers. 


(3) Credit may be given for continuing legal education activities 
where live instruction is used or mechanically or electronically 
recorded or reproduced material is used, including videotape or 
satellite transmitted programs. Subject to the limitations set forth in 
Rule .1611 of this subchapter, credit may also be given for continuing 
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legal education activities on CD-ROM and on a computer website 
accessed via the Internet. | 


(4) Continuing legal education materials are to be prepared, and 
activities conducted, by an individual or group qualified by practical 
or academic experience in a setting physically suitable to the educa- 
tional activity of the program and, when appropriate, equipped with 
suitable writing surfaces or sufficient space for taking notes. 


(5) Thorough, high quality, and carefully prepared written materials 
should be distributed to all attendees at or before the time the course 
is presented. These may include written materials printed from a 

computer presentation, computer website or CD-ROM. A_ written 
agenda or outline for a presentation satisfies this requirement when 
Htisreeosnized+hat written materials are not suitable or readily avail- 
able for seme+ypes-efsubjeets a particular subject. The absence of 
written materials for distribution should, however, be the exception 
and not the rule. 


(6) Any accredited sponsor must remit fees as required and keep and 
maintain attendance records of each continuing legal education pro- 
gram sponsored by it, which shall be furnished to the board in accord- 


ance with regulations. 


(7) Except as provided in Rule .1611 of this subchapter, in-house 
continuing legal education and self-study shall not be approved or 
accredited for the purpose of complying with Rule .1518 of this 
subchapter. 


(8) Programs that cross academic lines, such as accounting-tax sem- 
inars, may be considered for approval by the board. However, the 
board must be satisfied that the content of the activity would enhance 
legal skills or the ability to practice law. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendments 
to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar were 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a reg- 
ularly called meeting on July 25, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, I 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 
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After examining the foregoing amendments to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the Ist day of October, 2003. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they 
be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 


The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on July 25, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the continuing legal education program, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C, 1D Section .1500, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1500 Rules Governing the 
Administration of the Continuing Legal Education Program 


1522 Annual Report 


Commencing in 1989, each active member of the North Carolina State 
Bar shall make an annual written report to the North Carolina State 
Bar in such form as the board shall prescribe by regulation concern- 
ing compliance with the continuing legal education program for the 
preceding year or ee carine: an ExeupHon ne pine 1517 of ans 





phe qed ate 
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beothereeatteerrepte-ettese ates 
for—the—+ear—folowine—suehehancein-eireumstanees:The annual 
report form shall be corrected, if necessary, signed by the member, 
and _ promptly returned to the State Bar. Upon receipt of a signed 
annual report form, appropriate adjustments shall be made to the 
member’s continuing legal education record with the State Bar. No 
further adjustments shall thereafter be made to the member’s con- 


tinuing legal education record. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, I], Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on July 25, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, If 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the Ist day of October, 2003. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the Ist day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 
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AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 


The following amendments to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar were duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on July 25, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the continuing legal education program, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1500, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1500 Rules Governing the Administra- 
tion of the Continuing Legal Education Program 


1523 Noncompliance 
(a) Failure to Comply with Rules May Result in Suspension 


A member who is required to file a report of CLE credits and does not 
do so or who fails to meet the minimum requirements of these rules, 
including the payment of duly assessed penalties and attendee fees, 
may be suspended from the practice of law in the state of North 
Carolina. 


(b) Notice of Failure to Comply 


The board shall notify a member who appears to have failed to meet 
the requirements of these rules that the member will be suspended 
from the practice of law in this state, unless the member shows 
good cause in writing why the suspension should not be made or 
the member shows in writing that he or she has complied with the 
requirements within @98 the 30 day period after receiving the no- 
tice. Notice shall be served on the member pursuant to Rule 4 of 
the North Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure and may be served by a 
State Bar investigator or any other person authorized thereunder to 
serve process. 


(c) Entry of Order of Suspension Upon Failure to Respond to Notice 
to Show Cause 


Ninetythree-days-aftermaiinescrebsetice ite Ifa written response 

attempting to show good cause is not postmarked or received by fled 
with the board by the last day of the 30 day period after the member 
received the notice to o- show cause, by +ReareabernttentHt ete he 








CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION 831 


, upon the recommendation of the 


board and the Administrative Committee, the council may enter an 
order suspending the member from the practice of law. The or- 
der shall be entered and served as set forth in Rule .0903(c) of this 
subchapter. 


(d) Procedure Upon Submission of a Timely Response to a Notice to 
Show Cause 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


Consideration by the Board 


If the member files a timely written response to the notice, 
the board shall consider the matter at its next regularly 
scheduled meeting or may delegate consideration of the mat- 
ter to a duly appointed committee of the board. The board 
shall review all evidence presented by the member to deter- 
mine whether good cause has been shown or to determine 
whether the member has complied with the requirements of 
these rules within the 90- 30-day period after receiving the 
notice to show cause. 


Recommendation of the Board 


The board shall determine whether the member has shown 
good cause why the member should not be suspended. If the 
board determines that good cause has not been shown and 
that the member has not shown compliance with these rules 
within the 90- 30-day period after receipt of the notice to 
show cause, then the board shall refer the matter to the 
Administrative Committee for hearing together with a writ- 
ten recommendation to the Administrative Committee that 
the member be suspended. 


Consideration by and Recommendation of the Administra- 
tive Committee 


The Administrative Committee shall consider the matter at 
its next regularly scheduled meeting. The burden of proof 
shall be upon the member to show cause by clear, cogent, 
and convincing evidence why the member should not be sus- 
pended from the practice of law for the apparent failure to 
comply with the rules governing the continuing legal educa- 
tion program. Except as set forth above, the procedure for 
such hearing shall be as set forth in Rule .0903(d)(1) and (2) 
of this subchapter. 


Order of Suspension 


Upon the recommendation of the Administrative Committee, 
the council may determine that the member has not com- 
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plied with these rules and may enter an order suspending the 
member from the practice of law. The order shall be entered 
and served as set forth in Rule .0903(d)(3) of this subchapter. 


(e) Late Compliance Fee 


Any member who complies with the requirements of the rules dur- 
ing the 8@- 30-day period after receiving the notice to show cause 
shall pay a late compliance fee as set forth in Rule .1608(b) of this 
subchapter. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, I, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendments 
to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar were 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a reg- 
ularly called meeting on July 25, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, IJ, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendments to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the lst day of October, 20038. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they 
be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 
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AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 


The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on July 25, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the continuing legal education program, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1600, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1600 Regulations Governing the 
Administration of the Continuing Legal Education Program 


.1601 Organization 
(a) Quorum—Five members shall constitute a quorum of the board. 


(b) The Executive Committee—The executive committee of the 
board shall be comprised of the chairperson, a vice-chairperson 
elected by the members of the board, and a member to be appointed 
by the chairperson. Its purpose is to conduct all necessary business 
of the board that may arise between meetings of the full board. In 
such matters it shall have complete authority to act for the board. 


(c) Other Committees—The chairperson may appoint frem—threte 
time—arny committees as established by the board he-ershe-deems 
acvisable-ofnettessthanthree-members for the purpose of consid- 
ering and deciding matters submitted to them by the board. 


(d) Definitions—As used herein, “board” means the Board of Contin- 
uing Legal Education, “CLE” means continuing legal education, and 
“rules” means the rules for the continuing legal education pro- 
gram adopted by the Supreme Court of North Carolina (Section .1500 
of this subchapter). All other definitions shall be as set forth in 
the rules. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, I], Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on July 25, 2003. 
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Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, Ii 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 


After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not. 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


s/I. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 


The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on July 25, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the continuing legal education program, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 1D Section .1600, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1600 Regulations Governing the Ad- 
ministration of the Continuing Legal Education Program | 


.1605 Computation of Credit 


(a) Computation Formula—CLE and professional responsibility 
hours shall be computed by the following formula: 
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Sum of the total minutes of actual instruction + 60 = Total Hours 


For example, actual instruction totaling 195 minutes would equal 3.25 
hours toward CLE. 


(b) Actual Instruction—Only actual education shall be included in 
computing the total hours of actual instruction. The following shall 
not be included: 


(1) introductory remarks; 
(2) breaks; 
(3) business meetings; 


(4) speeches in connection with banquets or other events which 
are primarily social in nature; 


(5) question and answer sessions at a ratio in excess of 15 min- 
utes per CLE hour and programs less than 30 minutes in 
length provided, however, that the limitation on question and 
answer sessions shall not limit the length of time that may be 
devoted to participatory CLE. 


(c) Teaching—As a contribution to professionalism, credit may be 
earned for teaching in an approved continuing legal education activ- 
ity. Presentations accompanied by thorough, high quality, readable, 
and carefully prepared written materials will qualify for CLE credit on 
the basis of three hours of credit for each thirty minutes of presenta- 
tion. Repeat presentations qualify for one-half of the credits available 
for the initial presentation. For exarnple, an initial presentation of 45 
minutes would qualify for 4.5 hours of credit. 


(d) Teaching at a Law School—lIf a member is not a full-time teacher 
at a law school in North Carolina who is eligible for the exemption in 
Rule .1517(b) of this subchapter, the member may earn up to 12 
hours of CLE credit for teaching courses at an ABA accredited law 
school. Two hours of CLE credit shall be earned for each hour of aca- 
demic credit awarded to a law school course taught by the member. 
The member shall also complete the requirements set forth in Rule 
.1518(b) of this subchapter. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on July 25, 2003. 
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Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, I 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary | 





After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 


The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on July 25, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the continuing legal education program, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1600, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1600 Regulations Governing the Ad- 
ministration of the Continuing Legal Education Program 


.1606 Fees 


(a) Sponsor Fee—The sponsor fee, a charge paid directly by the 
sponsor, shall be paid by all sponsors of approved activities pre- 
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sented in North Carolina and by accredited sponsors located in North 
Carolina for approved activities wherever presented, except that no 
sponsor fee is required where approved activities are offered without 
charge to attendees. In any other instance, payment of the fee by the 
sponsor is optional. The amount of the fee, per approved CLE hour 
per active member of the North Carolina State Bar in attendance, is 
$1.25 plus such additional amount as determined by the council 
as necessary to support the Chief Justice’s Commission on 
Professionalism but not to exceed $1.00. The fee is computed as 
shown in the following formula and example which assumes a 6-hour 
course attended by 100 North Carclina lawyers seeking CLE credit 
and further assumes that the fee-per-hour is $2.25 which includes as 
assessment of $1.00 for the Chief Justice’s Commission on 
Professionalism: 


Fee: $2.25 x Total Approved CLE hours (6) x Number of NC Attendees 
(100) = Total Sponsor Fee ($1350) 


(b) Attendee Fee—The attendee fee is paid by the North Carolina 
attorney who requests credit for a program for which no sponsor fee 
was paid. An attorney should remit the fees along with his or her affi- 
davit before February 28 following the calendar year for which the 
report is being submitted. The amount of the fee, per approved CLE 
hour for which the attorney claims credit, is set at $1.25 plus such 
additional amount as determined by the council as necessary to sup- 
port the Chief Justice’s Commission on Professionalism but not to 
exceed $1.00. It is computed as shown in the following formula and 
example which assumes that the attorney attended an activity 
approved for 3 hours of CLE credit and that the fee-per-hour is $2.25 
which includes an assessment of $1.00 for the Chief Justice’s 
Commission on Professionalism: 


Fee: $2.25 x Total Approved CLE hours (3.0) = Total Attendee Fee 
($6.75) 


(c) Fee Review—The board will review the level of the fee at least 
annually and adjust it as necessary to maintain adequate finances for 
prudent operation of the board in a nonprofit manner. The fee 
charged to sponsors and attendees will be increased only to the 
extent necessary for those fees to pay the costs of administration 
of the CLE program. The council shall annually review the assess- 
ments for the Chief Justice’s Commission on Professionalism and 
adjust it as necessary to maintain adequate finances for the operation 
of the commission. 


(d) Uniform Application and Financial Responsibility—The fee shall 
be applied uniformly without exceptions or other preferential treat- 
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ment for a sponsor or attendee. The board shall make reasonable 


efforts to collect the sponsor fee from the sponsor of a CLE program 
when _ appropriate under Rule .1606(a) above. However, whenever a 
sponsor fee is not paid by the sponsor of a program, regardless of the 
reason, the lawyer requesting CLE credit for the program shall be 
financially responsible for the fee. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, I], Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on July 25, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


s/I. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 
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AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 


The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on April 18, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the administration of the continuing legal education program, as par- 
ticularly set forth in 27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1600, be amended as fol- 
lows (additions are underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1600, Regulations Governing the Ad- 
ministration of the Continuing Legal Education Program 


.1607 Special Cases and Exemptions 


(a) Attorneys who have a permanent disability which makes atten- 
dance at CLE programs inordinately difficult may file a request for a 
permanent substitute program in lieu of attendance and shall therein 
set out continuing legal education plans tailored to their specific 
interests and physical ability. The board shall review and approve or 
disapprove such plans on an individual basis and without delay. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on April 18, 2003. 
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Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, I], Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


s/I. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the Ist day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 


The following amendments to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar were duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on July 25, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the continuing legal education program, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1600, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1608 Regulations Governing the Ad- 
ministration of the Continuing Legal Education Program 


.1608 General Compliance Procedures 


(a) Compliance Period—The period for complying with the require- 
ments of Rule .1518 of this subchapter is January 1 to December 31. 
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A member may complete the requirements for the year on or by 
February 28 of the succeeding year provided, however, that this addi- 
tional time shall be considered a grace period and no extensions of 
this grace period shall be granted. All members are encouraged to 
complete the requirements within the appropriate calendar year. 


fe (b) Affidavit—Prior to January 31 of each year, commencing in 
1990, the prescribed affidavit form shall be mailed to all active mem- 
bers of the North Carolina State Bar concerning compliance with the 
continuing legal education program for the preceding year. 


6} (c) Late Filing Penalty—Any attorney who, for whatever reasons, 
files the affidavit showing compliance or declaring an exemption 
after the February 28 due date shall pay a $75.00 late filing penalty. 
This penalty shall be submitted with the affidavit. An affidavit that is 
either received by the board or postmarked on or before February 28 
shall be considered to have been timely filed. An attorney who com- 
plies with the requirements of the rules during the probationary 
period under Rule .1523(c) of this subchapter shall pay a late compli- 
ance fee of $125.00 pursuant to Rule .1524 of this subchapter. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendments 
to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar were 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a reg- 
ularly called meeting on July 25, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, I 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendments to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they 
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be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS 
OF THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING 
LEGAL SPECIALIZATION 


The following amendments to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar were duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on April 18, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concern- 
ing legal specialization, as particularly set forth in 27 N.C.A.C. 1D, 
Section .1900, be amended as follows (additions are underlined, dele- 
tions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1900, Rules Concerning the 
Accreditation of Continuing Legal Education for Purposes of 
the Board of Legal Specialization 


.1906 Accreditation of Courses 


(a) All courses offered by an accredited sponsor which relate to the 
specialty field as defined by the board shall be accredited and credit 
for attendance shall be given for the hours of instruction related to 
the specialty field of the applicant as determined by the board. 


(c) An accredited sponsor may not represent or advertise that a CLE 
course is approved or that the attendees will be given CLE credit by 
the board unless such sponsor provides a brochure or other appro- 
priate information describing the topics, hours of instruction, and 
instructors for its CLE offerings in a specialty field at least thirty days 
in advance of the date of the course-and-pays-e-fee-o£$100-per-eeurse 
(d) An unaccredited sponsor desiring advance accreditation of a 
course and the right to designate its accreditation for the appropriate 
number of CLE credits in its solicitations shall submit a brochure or 
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other appropriate information describing the topics, hours of instruc- 
tion, location, and instructors for its CLE offerings at least sixty days 
prior to the date of the course. 4-fee-e£$200~—shal-aeeompany—ah 
Feqteststor_reerediHatoen—_eteentses—frem—_i-_spenser Heton the 
eeerecitec spenserHst 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendments 
to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar were 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a reg- 
ularly called meeting on April 18, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, Il 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendments to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


fs/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they 
be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 
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AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING 
ORGANIZATIONS PRACTICING LAW 


The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on July 25, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
organizations practicing law, as particularly set forth in 27 N.C.A.C. 
1E, Section .0100, be amended as follows (additions are underlined, 
deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1E, Section .0100 Regulations for Professional 
Corporations and Professional Limited Liability Companies 
Practicing Law 


.0103 Registration with the North Carolina State Bar 


(d) Expiration of Certificate of Registration—The initial certificate 
of registration for either a professional corporation or a professional 
limited liability company shall remain effective through June 30 fol- 
lowing the date of registration. 


(e) Renewal of Certificate of Registration—The certificate of regis- 
tration for either a professional corporation or a professional limited 
liability company shall be renewed on or before July 1 of each year 
upon the following conditions: 


(1) Renewal of Certificate of Registration for Professional 
Corporation—A professional corporation shall submit an appli- 
cation for renewal of certificate of registration for a professional 
corporation (Form PC-4; see Rule .0106(d) of this subchapter) to 
the secretary listing the names and addresses of all of the share- 
holders and employees of the corporation who practice law for 
the professional corporation in North Carolina and the name and 
address of at least one officer and one director of the profes- 
sional corporation, and certifying that all such persons are duly 
licensed to practice law in the state of North Carolina and repre- 
senting that the corporation has complied with these regulations 
and the provisions of the Professional Corporation Act. Such 
application shall also 


(i) set forth the name, address, and license information of 
each shareholder who is not licensed to practice law in 
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North Carolina but who performs services on behalf of the 
corporation in another jurisdiction in which the corporation 
maintains an office; and 


(ii) certify that all such persons are duly licensed to practice 
law in the appropriate jurisdiction. Upon a finding by the 
secretary that all shareholders are active members in good 
standing with the North Carolina State Bar, or are duly 
licensed to practice law in another jurisdiction in which the 
corporation maintains an office, the secretary shall renew 
the certificate of registration by making a notation in the 
records of the North Carolina State Bar; 


(2) Renewal of Certificate of Registration for a Professional 
Limited Liability Company—A professional limited liability 
company shall submit an application for renewal of certificate of 
registration for a professional limited lability company (Form 
PLLC-4; see Rule .0106(i) of this subchapter) to the secretary 
listing the names and addresses of all of the members and 
employees of the professional limited liability company who 
practice law in North Carolina, and the name and address of at 
least one manager, and certifying that all such persons are duly 
licensed to practice law in the state of North Carolina, and rep- 
resenting that the professional limited liability company has 
complied with these regulations and the provisions of the 
North Carolina Limited Liability Company Act. Such application 
shall also 


(i) set forth the name, address, and license information of 
each member who is not licensed to practice law in North 
Carolina but who performs services on behalf of the profes- 
sional limited liability cornpany in another jurisdiction in 
which the professional] limited liability company maintains 
an office; and | 


(ii) certify that all such persons are duly licensed to practice 
law in the appropriate jurisdiction. Upon a finding by the 
secretary that all members are active members in good 
standing with the North Carolina State Bar, or are duly 
licensed to practice law in another jurisdiction in which the 
professional limited liability company maintains an office, 
the secretary shall renew the certificate of registration by 
making a notation in the records of the North Carolina 
State Bar; 


(3) Renewal Fee—An application for renewal of a certificate of 
registration for either a professional corporation or a profes- 
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sional limited liability company shall be accompanied by a 
renewal fee of $25; 


(4) Refund of Renewal Fee—lIf the secretary is unable to make 
the findings required by Rules .01038(e)(1) or .0108(e)(2) above, 
the secretary shall refund the $25 registration fee; 


(5) Failure to Apply for Renewal of Certificate of Registra- 
tion—In the event a professional corporation or a professional 
limited liability company shall fail to submit the appropriate 
application for renewal of certificate of registration, together 
with the renewal fee, to the North Carolina State Bar within 30 
days following the expiration date of its certificate of registra- 
tion, the secretary shall send a notice to show cause letter to the 
professional corporation or the professional limited liability 
company advising said professional corporation or professional 
limited liability company of the delinquency and requiring said 
professional corporation or professional limited liability com- 
pany to either submit the appropriate application for renewal of 
certificate of registration, together with the renewal fee and a 
late fee of $10, to the North Carolina State Bar within 30 days or 
to show cause for failure to do so. Failure to submit the applica- 
tion, the renewal fee, and the late fee within said thirty days, or 
to show cause within said time period, shall result in the sus- 
pension of the certificate of registration for the delinquent pro- 
fessional corporation or professional limited liability company 
and the issuance of a notification to the secretary of state of the 
suspension of said certificate of registration; 


(6) Reinstatement of Suspended Certificate of Registra- 
tion—Upon (a) the submission to the North Carolina State Bar of 
the appropriate application for renewal of certificate of registra- 
tion, together with all past due renewal fees and late fees; and 
(b) a finding by the secretary that the representations in the 
application are correct, a suspended certificate of registration of 
a professional corporation or professional limited liability com- 
pany shall be reinstated by the secretary by making a notation in 
the records of the North Carolina State Bar. 


(7) Inactive Status Pending Dissolution—If a professional cor- 
poration or professional limited liability company notifies the 
State Bar in writing or, in response to a notice to show cause 
issued pursuant to Rule .0103(e)(5) of this subchapter, a delin- 
quent professional corporation or professional limited liability 
company shows that the organization is no longer practicing law 
and is winding down the operations and financial activities of the 
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organization, no renewal fee or late fee shall be owed and the 
organization shall be moved to inactive status for a period of not 


more than one year. If, at the end of that period, a copy of the 
articles of dissolution has not been filed with the State Bar, the 


secretary of the State Bar shal] send a notice to show cause let- 
ter and shall pursue suspension of the certificate of registration 
as set forth in Rule. .0103(e)(5) of this subchapter. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on July 25, 2003. 





Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, I] 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 
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AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING 
INTERSTATE AND INTERNATIONAL LAW FIRMS 


The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on July 25, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
interstate and international law firms, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 1E, Section .0200, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1E, Section .200 Rules on the Registration of 
Interstate and International Law Firms 


.0206 Non-renewal of Registration 


If a law firm or professional organization registered under these rules 
no longer meets the criteria for registration, it shall notify the State 
Bar in writing. If such written notice is not received by the State Bar 
on or before December 31 of the year in which registration is no 
longer required, the registration fee for the next calendar year, as set 
forth in Rule .0203 of this subchapter, shall be owed 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on July 25, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, I, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 
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Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the Ist day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENT TO THE NORTH CAROLINA RULES OF 
PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT 


The following amendment to the North Carolina Rules of Professional 
Conduct was duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State 
Bar at its quarterly meeting on July 25, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules of Professional Conduct, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 2, Rule 3.4, be amended as follows (additions are underlined, 
deletions are interlined): 


RULE 3.4: FAIRNESS TO OPPOSING PARTY AND COUNSEL 
A lawyer shall not: 


(a) unlawfully obstruct another party’s access to evidence or unlaw- 
fully alter, destroy or conceal a document or other material having 
potential evidentiary value. A lawyer shail not counsel or assist 
another person to do any such act; 


(b) falsify evidence, counsel or assist a witness to testify falsely, 
counsel or assist a witness to hide or leave the jurisdiction for the 
purpose of being unavailable as a witness, or offer an inducement to 
a witness that is prohibited by law; 


(c) knowingly disobey or advise a client to disobey an obligation 
under the rules of a tribunal, except a lawyer acting in good faith may 
take appropriate steps to test the validity of such an obligation, 


(d) in pretrial procedure, make a frivolous discovery request or fail 
to make a reasonably diligent effort to comply with a legally proper 
discovery request by an opposing party; 


(e) in trial, allude to any matter that the lawyer does not reasonably 
believe is relevant or that will not be supported by admissible evi- 
dence, assert personal knowledge of facts in issue except when testi- 
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fying as a witness, ask an irrelevant question that is intended to 
degrade a witness, or state a personal opinion as to the justness of a 
cause, the credibility of a witness, the culpability of a civil litigant, or 
the guilt or innocence of an accused; or 


(f) request a person other than a client to refrain from voluntarily 
giving relevant information to another party unless: 


(1) the person is a relative or a managerial employee or other 
agent of a client; and 


(2) the lawyer reasonably believes that the person’s interests 
will not be adversely affected by refraining from giving such 
information. 


Commentary 


[1] The procedure of the adversary system contemplates that the evi- 
dence in a case is to be marshaled competitively by the contending 
parties. Fair competition in the adversary system is secured by prohi- 
bitions against destruction or concealment of evidence, improperly 
influencing witnesses, obstructive tactics in discovery procedure, and 
the like. 


[2] Documents and other items of evidence are often essential to 
establish a claim or defense. Subject to evidentiary privileges, the 
right of an opposing party, including the government, to obtain evi- 
dence through discovery or subpoena is an important procedural 
right. The exercise of that right can be frustrated if relevant material 
is altered, concealed or destroyed. Applicable law in many jurisdic- 
tions makes it an offense to destroy material for purpose of impairing 
its availability in a pending proceeding or one whose commence- 
ment can be foreseen. Falsifying evidence is also generally a criminal 
offense. Paragraph (a) applies to evidentiary material generally, 
including computerized information. Applicable law may permit a 
lawyer to take temporary possession of physical evidence of client 
crimes for the purpose of conducting a limited examination that 
will not alter or destroy material characteristics of the evidence. In 
such a case, applicable law may require the lawyer to turn the evi- 
dence over to the police or other prosecuting authority, depending on 
the circumstances. 


[3) With regard to paragraph (b), it is not improper to pay a witness’s 
expenses, including lost income, or to compensate an expert witness 
on terms permitted by law. The common law rule in most jurisdic- 
tions is that it is improper to pay an occurrence witness any fee 
for testifying and that it is improper to pay an expert witness a 
contingent fee. 
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[4] Rules of evidence and procedure are designed to lead to just deci- 
sions and are part of the framework of the law. Paragraph (c) permits 
a lawyer to take steps in good faith and within the framework of the 
law to test the validity of rules; however, the lawyer is not justified in 
consciously violating such rules and the lawyer should be diligent in 
the effort to guard against the unintentional violation of them. As 
examples, a lawyer should subscribe to or verify only those pleadings 
that the lawyer believes are in compliance with applicable law and 
rules; a lawyer should not make any prefatory statement before a tri- 
bunal in regard to the purported facts of the case on trial unless the 
lawyer believes that the statement will be supported by admissible 
evidence; a lawyer should not ask a witness a question solely for the 
purpose of harassing or embarrassing the witness; and a lawyer 
should not, by subterfuge, put before a jury matters which it cannot 
properly consider. 


[5] To bring about just and informed decisions, evidentiary and pro- 
cedural rules have been established by tribunals to permit the inclu- 
sion of relevant evidence and argument and the exclusion of all other 
considerations. The expression by a lawyer of a personal opinion as 
to the justness of a cause, as to the credibility of a witness, as to the 
culpability of a civil litigant, and as to the guilt or innocence of an 
accused is not a proper subject for argument to the trier of fact and 
is prohibited by paragraph (e). However, a lawyer may argue, on an 
analysis of the evidence, for any position or conclusion with respect 
to any of the foregoing matters. 


[6] Paragraph (f) permits a lawyer to advise managerial employees of 
a client to refrain from giving information to another party because 
the statements of employees with managerial responsibility may be 
imputed to the client. See also Rule 4.2. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, IJ, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on July 25, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 29th day of August, 2003. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, I, Secretary 
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After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the Ist day of October, 2003. 


s/L. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the lst day of October, 2003. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING 
PROCEDURES FOR RULING ON QUESTIONS 
OF LEGAL ETHICS 


The following amendments to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar were duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on October 24, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the procedures for ruling on questions of legal ethics, as particularly 
set forth in 27 N.C.A.C. 1D Section .0100, be amended as follows 
(additions are underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .0100, Procedures for Ruling on 
Questions of Legal Ethics 


.0101 Definitions 
Cli). nc es 


(10) “Formal ethics opinion” shall mean a published opinion issued 
by the council to provide ethical guidance for attorneys and to estab- 
lish a principle of ethical conduct. A formal ethics opinion adopted 
under the Revised Rules of Professional Conduct (effective July 24, 
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1997,and as comprehensively revised in 2003) shall be designated as 
a “Formal Ethics Opinion” and numbered by year and order of 
issuance. .. 


(15) “Revised Rules of Professional Conduct” shall mean the code of 
ethics of the Bar effective July 24, 1997 and comprehensively revised 
effective March 1, 2003. 


.0103 Informal Ethics Advisories and Ethics Advisories 
(Ay) xed s 


(b) The Bar’s program for providing informal ethics advisories to 
inquiring attorneys is a designated lawyers’ assistance program 
approved by the Bar and information received by the executive direc- 
tor, assistant executive director, or designated staff counsel from an 
attorney seeking an informal ethics advisory shall be confidential 
information as-definedn Rule+-6(a-and+b5 pursuant to Rule 1.6(c) 
of the Revised Rules of Professional Conduct (2003); provided, how- 
ever, such confidential information may be disclosed as allowed by 
Rules Rule 1.6(b) and as necessary to respond to a false or mis- 
leading statement made about an informal ethics advisory. Further, if 
an attorney’s response to a grievance proceeding relies in whole or in 
part upon the receipt of an informal ethics advisory, confidential 
information may be disclosed to Bar counsel, the Grievance 
Committee or other appropriate disciplinary authority. 


(C)'as 
.0104 Formal Ethics Opinions and Ethics Decisions 





(a) Requests for formal ethics opinions or ethics decisions shall be 
made in writing and submitted to the executive director or assistant 
executive director who, after determining that the a request is in com- 
pliance with Rule .0102 of this subchapter, shal) transmit the requests 
request to the chairperson of the committee. 


(b) If a formal ethics opinion or ethics decision is requested con- 
cerning contemplated or actual conduct of another attorney, that 
attorney shall be given an opportunity to be heard by the committee, 
along with the person who requested the opinion, under such guide- 
lines as may be established by the committee. At the discretion of the 
chairperson and the committee, additional persons or groups shall be 
notified by the method deemed most appropriate by the chairperson 
and provided an opportunity to be heard by the committee. 
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(5 (c) Upon initial consideration of the request, by vote of a major- 
ity of the members of the committee present at the meeting, the Fre 


committee shall prepare a written proposed response to the inquiry 
and shall determine whether to issue ax the response as a proposed 


ethics decision or a proposed formal ethics opinion #-resperseteo 
annus Prior to the next regularly scheduled meeting of the 
committee, all proposed formal ethics opinions shall be published 


and all proposed ethics decisions shall be circulated to the members 
of the council. 





¢ (d) Prior to the next regularly scheduled meeting of the commit- 
tee, any interested person or group may submit a written request to 
reconsider a proposed e+fmat formal ethics opinion or a proposed 
ethics decision and may ask to be heard by the committee. The com- 
mittee, under such eres: as it ntay eyuike may eae or Eeny such 





(e) Upon reconsideration of a proposed formal ethics opinion or pro- 
posed ethics decision, the committee may, by vote of not less than a 
majority of the duly appointed members of the committee, revise the 
proposed formal ethics opinion or proposed ethics decision. Prior to 
the next regularly scheduled meeting of the committee, all revised 
proposed formal ethics opinions shall be published and all revised 


proposed ethics decisions shall be circulated to the members of the 
council. 





(f) Upon completion of the process, the committee shall determine, 
by_a vote of not less than a majority of the duly appointed members 
of the committee, whether to transmit a proposed formal ethics opin- 
ion or proposed ethics decision to the council with a recommenda- 
tion to adopt. 
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(g) Htheeorunittee declinesteterdse aprepesed fertatethies- op 
bebo et hies- eee eset oe ediest_aney ANY UCr- 
ested person or group may request to be heard by the council prior to 
a vote on the adoption of ¢ke a proposed formal ethics opinion or 
ethics decision. Whether permitted to appear before the council or 
not, the person or group has the right to file a written brief with the 
council under such rules as may be established by the council. 


(h) The council’s action on the a proposed formal ethics opinion or 
ethics decision Shall be determined by vote of the majority of the 
council present and voting. Notice of such action shall be provided to 
interested persons by the method deemed most appropriate by the 
chairperson. 


(i) A formal ethics opinion or ethics decision may be reconsidered or 
withdrawn by the council pursuant to rules which it may establish 
from time to time. 


(j) To vote, amember of the committee must be physically present at 
a meeting. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendments 
to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar were 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a reg- 
ularly called meeting on October 24, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 2nd day of February, 2004. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendments to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the 5th day of February, 2004. 


s/I. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they 
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be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the 5th day of February, 2004. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
PLAN OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION 


The following amendments to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar were duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on October 24, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the Plan of Legal Specialization, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1700, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1700, The Plan of Legal Specialization; 


1723 Suspension-or Revocation or Suspension of Certification 
as a Specialist 


(a) Automatic Revocation. The board shall revoke its certification of 
a lawyer as a specialist if the lawyer is disbarred or receives a disci- 
plinary suspension from the North Carolina State Bar, a North 
Carolina court of law, or, if the lawyer is licensed in another jurisdic- 
tion in the United States, from a court of law or the regulatory author- 
ity of that jurisdiction. Revocation shall be automatic without regard 
for any stay of the suspension period granted by the disciplinary 
authority. This provision shall apply to discipline received on or after 
the effective date of this provision. 


(b)¢e} Discretionary Revocation or Suspension. The board may 
revoke its certification of a lawyer as a specialist i#+he-speeiaization 
pregram if the specialty is terminated or may suspend or revoke such 
certification if it is determined, upon the board’s own initiative or 
upon recommendation of the appropriate specialty committee and 
after hearing before the board en-apprepriate-retiee as provided in 
Rule .1802 and Rule .1803, that 


(1) the certification of the lawyer as a specialist was made con- 
trary to the rules and regulations of the board; 
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(2) the lawyer certified as a specialist made a false representa- 
tion, omission or misstatement of material fact to the board 
or appropriate specialty committee; 


(3) the lawyer certified as a specialist has failed to abide by all 
rules and regulations promulgated by the board; 


(4) the lawyer certified as a specialist has failed to pay the fees 
required; 


(5) the lawyer certified as a specialist no longer meets the stand- 
ards established by the board for the certification of special- 
ists; @F 


(6) the lawyer certified as a specialist has—been—diseipHred 
received public discipline from the North Carolina State Bar 
on or after the effective date of this provision, other than 
suspension or disbarment disbarred——or—suspended from 
practice,-bytheSupremce-eurt-elanyetherstateortederat 
eourt-er—aceney and the board finds that the conduct for 
which the professional discipline was received reflects 
adversely on the specialization program and the Jawyer’s 
qualification as a specialist; or 


(7) the lawyer certified as a specialist was sanctioned or 
received public discipline on or after the effective date of 
this provision from any state or federal court or, if the lawyer 
is licensed in another jurisdiction, frem+thesapremeCourt 
erether the regulatory authority of that jurisdiction in the 
United States, and the board finds that the conduct for which 
the sanctions or professional discipline was received reflects 
adversely _on the specialization program and the lawyer’s 
qualification as a specialist. 


} (c) Report to Board. Fhe A lawyer certified as a specialist has a 
duty to inform the board promptly of any fact or circumstance 


described in Rules .1723(a)G5+hrevekh65 and (b) above. 


(d)-e} Reinstatement. If the board revokes its certification of a 
lawyer as a specialist, the lawyer cannot again be certified as a spe- 
cialist unless he or she so qualifies upon application made as if for ini- 
tial certification as a specialist ancl upon compliance with such other 
conditions as the board may prescribe. If the board suspends certifi- 
cation of a lawyer as a specialist, such certification cannot be rein- 
stated except upon the lawyer’s application therefore and compliance 
with such conditions as the board may prescribe. 
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NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, I], Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendments 
to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar were 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a reg- 
ularly called meeting on October 24, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 2nd day of February, 2004. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, I, Secretary 


After examining the foregoing amendments to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the 5th day of February, 2004. 


s/I. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they 
be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the 5th day of February, 2004. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
PLAN OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION 


The following amendments to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar were duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on October 24, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the Plan of Legal Specialization, as particularly set forth in 27 
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N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1700, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .1800 Hearing and Appeal Rules of the 
Board of Legal Specialization 


1802 Denial, Revocation or Suspension of Continued Certifi- 
cation as a Specialist 





(a) Denial of Continued Certification—The board, upon its initiative 
or upon recommendation of the appropriate specialty committee, 
may deny continued certification of a specialist, if the applicant 
does not meet the requirements as found in Rule .1721(a) of this 
subchapter. 


(b) Revocation and Suspension of Certification as a Specialist. 
The board shall revoke the certification of a lawyer as _ pro- 
vided in Rule .1723(a) of this subchapter and may revoke or suspend 
the certification of a lawyer as provided in Rule .1723(b) of this 
subchapter. 


(c)} Notification of Board Action—The executive director shall 
notify the appHeant lawyer of the board’s deeisier te action to 
grant or deny continued certification as a specialist_upon applica- 
tion for continued certification pursuant to Rule .1721(a) of this 
subchapter, or to revoke or suspend continued certification pur- 
suant to Rule .1723(a) and or (b) of this subchapter. The lawyer will 
also be notified of his or her right to a hearing if a hearing is allowed 
by these rules. 


(d)te} Request for Hearing—Within 21 days of the mailing of notice 
from the executive director of the board that the lawyer has been 
denied continued certification pursuant to Rule .1721(a) or that certi- 
fication has been revoked or suspended wader pursuant to Rule 
.1723(b), the appHeant lawyer may must request a hearing before the 
board in writing. There is no right to a hearing upon automatic revo- 
cation pursuant to Rule .1723(a). 


(e)( Hearing Procedure—Except_as set forth in Rule .1802(f) 
below, the rules set forth in Rule .180I(a)(8) of this subchapter shall 


be followed when ar-appHeant a lawyer requests a hearing regarding 


the denial of continued certification_pursuant to Rule .1721(a) or the 
revocation or suspension of certification under Rule .1723(b). 


(f}tS Burden of Proof: Preponderance of the Evidence—A three- 
member panel of the board shall apply the preponderance of the evi- 
dence rule in determining whether the appHearts lawyer's certifica- 
tion should be continued, revoked or suspended. In cases of denial of 
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NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendments 
to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar were 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a reg- 
ularly called meeting on October 24, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 2nd day of February, 2004. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendments to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the 5th day of February, 2004. 


s/I. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
J]. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they 
be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the 5th day of February, 2004. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING THE 
PLAN OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION 


The following amendments to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar were duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on October 24, 2003. 
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BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
the Plan of Legal Specialization, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .2500, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1D, Section .2500 Certification Standards for the 
Criminal Law Specialty 


.2505 Standards for Certification as a Specialist 


Each applicant for certification as a specialist in criminal law, the 
subspecialty of state criminal law, or the subspecialty of criminal 
appellate practice shall meet the minimum standards set forth in Rule 
.1720 of this subchapter. In addition, each applicant shall meet the fol- 
lowing standards for certification: 


(a) .... 


(b) Substantial Involvement—An applicant shall affirm to the board 
that the applicant has experience through substantial involvement in 
the practice of criminal law. 


(1) Substantial involvement shall mean during the five years 
immediately preceding the application, the applicant devoted an 
average of at least 500 hours a year to the practice of criminal 
law, but not less than 400 hours in any one year. “Practice” shall 
mean substantive legal work, specifically including representa- 
tion in criminal trials, done primarily for the purpose of provid- 
ing legal advice or representation, or a practice equivalent. 


2) “Practice equivalent” shall mean: 


(A) Service as a law professor concentrating in the teaching 
of criminal law for one year or more, which may be substi- 
tuted for one year of experience to meet the five-year 
requirement set forth in Rule .2505(b)(1) above; 


(B) Service as a federal, state or tribal court judge for one 
year or more, which may be substituted for one year of expe- 
rience to meet the five-year requirement set forth in Rule 
.2005(b)(1) above; 


(3) For the specialty of criminal law_and the subspecialty of 
state criminal law, the board shall require an applicant to 
show substantial involvement by providing information that 


demonstrates the applicant’s significant criminal trial experi- 
ence such as: 


(A) representation during the applicant’s entire legal career 
in criminal trials concluded by verdict: 
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(4) For the subspecialty of criminal appellate practice, the ap- 
plicant must have been engaged in the active practice of crimi- 
nal appellate law for at least five years prior to certification 
during which the applicant devoted an average of at least 500 
hours a year to the practice of criminal law (in both trial and 
appellate courts), but not less than 400 hours in any one year. 
The board may require an applicant to show substantial involve- 
ment in criminal appellate law_by providing information regard- 
ing the applicant’s participation, during the five years prior to 
application, in activities such as brief writing, motion _prac- 
tice, oral arguments, and the preparation and argument of extra- 
ordinary writs. 





(D) Peer Review 
OIF) ected 
(4) > Each applicant fereertifieation-as-e-speeialist-inthespe- 












LF old e . a a 
. o . e 

Va a aVoGrebh FS aval avavre a ~ aban = = ae aun 
A waeuseaS. # 7 LA LA 





- 
J - hd 





LEGAL SPECIALIZATION 865 


ta must provide for reference and independent inquiry the 
names and addresses of the following: (i) ten lawyers and judges 
who practice in the field of criminal law_ and who are familiar 
with the applicant’s practice, and (ii) opposing counsel and the 
judge in last ten serious (Class G or higher) felony cases tried by 
the applicant. 


aw: ; u id ; 
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(5) €6+A reference may not be related by blood or marriage to 
the applicant nor may the reference be a partner or associate of 
the applicant at the time of the application. 
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(CE) atu 
.2506 Standards for Continued Certification as a Specialist 


The period of certification is five years. A certified specialist who 
desires continued certification must apply for continued certifica- 
tion within the time limit described in Rule .2506(d) below. No 
examination will be required for continued certification. However, 
each applicant for continued certification as a specialist shall com- 
ply with the specific requirements set forth below in addition to any 
general standards required by the board of all applicants for con- 
tinued certification. 


(a) Substantial Involvement—tThe specialist must demonstrate 
that for the five years preceding reapplication he or she has had 
substantial involvement in the specialty or subspecialty as 
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NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, IJ, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendments 
to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar were 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a reg- 
ularly called meeting on October 24, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 2nd day of February, 2004. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, I], Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendments to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the 5th day of February, 2004. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
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Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they 
be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the 5th day of February, 2004. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF THE 
NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR CONCERNING PREPAID 
LEGAL SERVICE PLANS 


The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations and the 
Certificate of Organization of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly 
meeting on October 24, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar concerning 
prepaid legal service plans, as particularly set forth in 27 N.C.A.C. 1K, 
Section .0300, be amended as follows (additions are underlined, dele- 
tions are interlined): 


27 N.C.A.C. 1E, Section .0300 Rules Concerning Prepaid Legal 
Services Plans 


.0302 Registration Site 
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NerthCarehne-erforns-suppledby+heNerth-Caretne state-Bar A 
prepaid legal services plan must be registered with the North 
Carolina State Bar prior to its implementation or operation in North 
Carolina. A duly authorized committee (hereafter, committee) of the 
North Carolina State Bar Council shall review a submitted plan to 
determine if it is a prepaid legal services plan pursuant to Rule .0310, 
and therefore should be registered in North Carolina. The committee 
may appoint a subcommittee to conduct an initial review and to rec- 
ommend to the committee whether the plan meets the definition of a 
prepaid legal services plan. The committee shall also establish rules 

and procedures regarding the initial and annual registrations of pre- 
paid legal services plans. 
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NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on October 24, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 2nd day of February, 2004. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, Il 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the 5th day of February, 2004. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the 5th day of February, 2004. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENT TO THE NORTH CAROLINA RULES 
OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT 


The following amendment to the Rules of Professional Conduct was 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its 
quarterly meeting on October 24, 2003. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar that 
the Rules of Professional Conduct, as particularly set forth in 27 
N.C.A.C. 2, Rule .02, Scope, be amended as follows (additions are 
underlined, deletions are interlined): 
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27 N.C.A.C. 2, Rule 0.2, Scope 
[1] The Rules of Professional Conduct are rules of reason... . 


[7] Violation of a Rule should not give rise itself to a cause of action 
against a lawyer nor should it create any presumption in such a case 
that a legal duty has been breached. In addition, violation of a Rule 
does not necessarily warrant any other nondisciplinary remedy, such 
as disqualification of a lawyer in pending litigation. The rules are 
designed to provide guidance to lawyers and to provide a structure 
for regulating conduct through disciplinary agencies. They are not 
designed to be a basis for civil liability. Furthermore, the purpose of 
the Rules can be subverted when they are invoked by opposing par- 
ties as procedural weapons. The fact that a Rule is a just basis for a 
lawyer's self-assessment, or for sanctioning a lawyer under the 
administration of a disciplinary authority, does not imply that an 
antagonist in a collateral proceeding or transaction has standing to 
seek enforcement of the Rule-Nevertheltess-sinee+theRutes-de-estab- 
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Be be eden ft breaeh-oefthe appHeable—stereciee—ef cendiietk 
Accordingly, nothing in the Rules should be deemed to augment any 
substantive legal duty of lawyers or the extra-disciplinary conse- 
quences of violating such a Rule. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to 
the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar was duly 
adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a regularly 
called meeting on October 24, 2003. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 2nd day of February, 2004. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, I 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the 5th day of February, 2004. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 
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Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that it be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the 5th day of February, 2004. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 


AMENDMENT TO THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF THE 
NORTH CAROLINA BOARD OF LAW EXAMINERS 


The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations of The North 
Carolina Board of Law Examiners were duly adopted by the North 
Carolina Board of Law Examiners on October 24, 20038, and approved 
by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at its quarterly meet- 
ing on January 16, 2004. 


BE IT RESOLVED by the North Carolina Board of Law Examiners 
that the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina Board of Law 
Examiners, particularly Rules .0501 and .0502 of the Rules Govern- 
ing Admission to the Practice of Law in the State of North Carolina, 
be amended as follows (additions are underlined, deletions are 
interlined): 


.0501 Requirements for General Applicants 


As a prerequisite to being licensed by the Board to practice law in the 
State of North Caroina, a general applicant shall: 


tacos 


(7) if the applicant is or has been a licensed attorney, then the appli- 
cant be in good Prefessierea! standing in every jurisdiction within 
each state, er territory of the United States, or the District of 
Columbia, in which the applicant is or has been licensed to practice 
law and not under any pending charges of misconduct while the appli- 


cation is a before the Board. straits aieeg tn ae 





(a) For purposes of this rule, an applicant is “in good standing” 
in a jurisdiction if: 


(i) the applicant is an active or inactive member of the bar 
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of the jurisdiction and the jurisdiction issues a certificate 
attesting to the applicant’s good standing therein; or 


(ii) the applicant was formerly a member of the bar of the 
jurisdiction and the jurisdiction certifies the applicant was in 
good standing at the time that the applicant ceased to be a 
member. 


(b) if the jurisdiction in which the applicant is inactive or was 
formerly a member will not certify the applicant’s good standing 
solely becuase of the non-payment of dues, the Board, in its dis- 


cretion, may waive such certification from that jurisdiction. 
Rule .502 REQUIREMENTS FOR COMITY APPLICANTS 


Any attorney at law duly admitted to practice in another state, or ter- 
ritory of the United States, or the District of Columbia, upon written 
application may, in the discretion of the Board, be licensed to prac- 
tice law in the State of North Carolina without written examination 
provided each such applicant shall: 


CL) she 





(5) Be in good standing in every jurisdiction within each_state, 
territory of the United States, or the District of Columbia, in which 


the applicant is or has been licensed to practice law_and not under 


any charges of misconduct while the application is pending before 
the Board. 


(a) For purposes of this rule, an applicant is “in good standing” 
in a jurisdiction if: 
(i) the applicant is an active or inactive member of the bar 
of the jurisdiction and the jurisdiction issues a certificate 
attesting to the applicant's good standing therein; or 


(ii) the applicant was formerly a member of the jurisdiction 
and the jurisdiction certifies the applicant was in good stand- 
ing at the time that the applicant ceased to be a member. 


(b) if the jurisdiction in which the applicant is inactive or was 
formerly a member will not certify the applicant’s good standing 
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solely because of the non-payment of dues, the Board, in its dis- 
cretion, may waive such certification from that jurisdiction. 


The applicant must not only be in good standing but also must be 
an_active member of each jurisdiction on which the applicant relies 
for admission by comity. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary-Treasurer of the North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendments 
to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar were 
duly adopted by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar at a reg- 
ularly called meeting on January 16, 2004. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of the North Carolina State Bar, 
this the 19th day of February, 2004. 


s/L. Thomas Lunsford, II 
L. Thomas Lunsford, II, Secretary 





After examining the foregoing amendments to the Rules and 
Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the Council 
of the North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not 
inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84, of the General Statutes. 


This the 20th day of February, 2004. 


s/l. Beverly Lake, Jr. 
I. Beverly Lake, Jr., Chief Justice 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Rules and Regulations of the North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they 
be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by 
the Act incorporating the North Carolina State Bar, and as otherwise 
directed by the Appellate Division Reporter. 


This the 20th day of February, 2004. 


Brady, J. 
For the Court 
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ADMINISTRATIVE LAW 


Appellate review—remedies—The Supreme Court has a broad array of reme- 
dies from which to chose in the wake of its whole record assessment of a lower 
body's decision. N.C, State Bar v. Talford, 626. 


Whole record test—necessary steps—Under the whole record test, the steps 
necessary to deciding whether the lower body’s decision has a rational basis in 
the evidence are whether there is adequate evidence to support the findings, 
whether the findings support the conclusions, and whether the findings and 
conclusions adequately support the ultimate decision. The test must be applied 
separately to ajudicatory phases and dispositional phases. N.C. State Bar v. 
Talford, 626. 


APPEAL AND ERROR 


Preservation of issues—failure to object—jury voir dire—plain error 
doctrine inapplicable—Although defendant in a capital first-degree murder 
prosecution contends the trial court erred during jury selection by allowing the 
prosecutor to make improper comments on defendant’s right to testify, to ask 
prosecutors whether the death penalty is a necessary law, to inject into jury 
selection the issue of the victim’s race, to attempt to establish rapport with 
prospective jurors, and to make incomplete and misleading statements concern- 
ing the sentencing phase during jury selection, defendant has failed to properly 
preserve these issues for review, and the plain error doctrine is inapplicable. 
State v. Barden, 316. 


Rule 9(j) certification requirements—constitutionality improperly con- 
sidered—tThe certification requirements of Rule of Civil Procedure 9(j) apply 
only to medical malpractice cases in which the plaintiff seeks to prove that the 
defendant’s conduct breached the requisite standard of care and do not apply to 
res ipsa loquitur claims. Therefore, where plaintiff asserted a medical malprac- 
tice claim based solely on res ipsa loquitur, the certification requirements of Rule 
9(j) were not implicated, and the Court of Appeals erred in addressing the con- 
stitutionality of Rule 9(j) in this case. Anderson v. Assimos, 415. 


ARBITRATION AND MEDIATION 


Employment contract—Federal] Arbitration Act-—interstate commerce— 
remand for determination—A decision of the Court of Appeals that on or- 
thopedic surgeon’s employment contract containing an arbitration clause evi- 
denced a transaction involving commerce so that it was governed by the Federal 
Arbitration Act, and that a claim of fraudulent inducement of the entire contract 
is thus an issue to be determined by the arbitrator, is reversed for the reasons 
stated in the dissenting opinion that it is impossible for the appellate court to 
determine whether the employment contract involved interstate commerce and 
is within the scope of the Federal Arbitration Act, that the case should be 
remanded to the trial court for a determination of this issue, and that if the trial 
court determines that the case does not involve interstate commerce and that 
state law governs enforcement of the agreement, any allegations of fraud are to 
be determined by the trial court rather than by arbitration. Eddings v. Southern 
Orthopedic & Musculoskeletal Assocs., 285. 
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ASSAULT 


Deadly weapon—disjunctive instruction—The Court of Appeals decision 
granting defendant a new trial on a charge of assault with a deadly weapon 
inflicting serious injury is reversed for the reason stated in the dissenting opinion 
that defendant was not denied a unanimous verdict by the trial court’s instruction 
permitting the jury to return a guilty verdict if it found beyond a reasonable doubt 
that defendant intentionally beat the victim with his hands and feet and/or with a 
chain and that defendant’s hands and feet and/or the chain were deadly weapons 
that inflicted serious injury. State v. Lotharp, 420. 


ATTORNEYS 


Disbarment—insufficient basis—There was an inadequate rational basis in 
the evidence to support the Disciplinary Hearing Commission's decision to dis- 
bar an attorney for trust account practices and for failing to acknowledge 
wrongdoing where all clients received the funds to which they were entitled 
and neither clients nor creditors had complained. None of the DHC’s disci- 
pline-related findings even address, rauch less explain, why disbarment is an 
appropriate sanction under the circumstances, and, on these facts, the parame- 
ters of N.C.G.S. § 84-28(c)(3)-(5) precluded imposition of any sanction that 
requires a showing of risk of significant potential harm to clients. N.C. State Bar 
v. Talford, 626. 


Discipline—appellate review—Appellate courts are not precluded from vacat- 
ing or modifying a State Bar Disciplinary Hearing Commission sanction. A sanc- 
tion will not be disturbed when it is the product of justified means, but the 
Supreme Court is obligated to modify or remand any judgment or discipline 
shown to be improperly imposed. N.C. State Bar v. Talford, 626. 


Discipline—appellate review—whole record test—properly applied—The 
Court of Appeals properly applied the whole record test in considering the Dis- 
ciplinary Hearing Commission’s conclusion that an attorney had committed mis- 
conduct where the Court of Appeals answered in the affirmative all of the ques- 
tions inherent in the whole record test. N.C. State Bar v. Talford, 626. 


Discipline—escalating remedies—findings—suspension or disbarment— 
requirements—The statutory scheme for disciplining attorneys shows an intent 
to punish attorneys in an escalating fashion, with each level requiring particular 
circumstances for imposition, and the Disciplinary Hearing Commission must 
make written findings which satisfy the mandates of the whole record test and 
which are consistent with the statutory scheme. Suspension and disbarment 
require clear showings of how the attcrney’s actions resulted in actual or poten- 
tial significant harm and of why suspension and disbarment are the only sanc- 
tions that can adequately protect the public from future transgressions by the 
attorney in question. N.C. State Bar v. Talford, 626. 


CIVIL PROCEDURE 


Nonjury trial—involuntary dismissal—insufficient findings of fact—The 
decision of the Court of Appeals upholding the trial court’s order in a nonjury 
trial involuntarily dismissing plaintiff's action to quiet title is reversed for the rea- 
sons stated in the dissenting opinion that, although the trial court dismissed 
plaintiff's claim because plaintiff had not shown that “she is the fee simple owner 
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CIVIL PROCEDURE—Continued 


of the real property,” the appellate court is unable to determine the propriety of 
the order without findings of fact explaining the reasoning of the trial court. 
Vernon v. Lowe, 421. 


CONFESSIONS AND INCRIMINATING STATEMENTS 


Motion to suppress—failure to give Miranda warnings—no arrest or 
restraint—The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder prosecu- 
tion by denying defendant’s motion to suppress evidence of statements he made 
to police on 5 April 1998 and 16 April 1998 and by allowing the subsequent admis- 
sion of those statements into evidence at trial even though defendant was not 
given Miranda warnings because defendant was not in custody at the time he 
made the statements. State v. Barden, 316. 


Motion to suppress—handwritten statement—voluntariness—tThe trial 
court did not err in a first-degree capital murder prosecution by denying defend- 
ant’s motion to suppress her handwritten statement resulting from the interview 
contemporaneous with her arrest on 26 March 1999 even though defendant con- 
tends it was simply another version of her 25 March 1999 statement that alleged- 
ly should have been suppressed, because the 25 March statement was admissible, 
and the totality of the circumstances demonstrated that the handwritten state- 
ment was made voluntarily when defendant was advised of her Miranda rights. 
State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 


Motion to suppress—no formal arrest—no restraint on movement—The 
trial court did not err in a first-degree capital murder prosecution by denying 
defendant’s motion to suppress her statement given to SBI special agents during 
an interview on 25 March 1999 even though defendant contends the conditions of 
the interview constituted a restraint on her freedom of movement to the degree 
associated with a formal arrest. State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 


Motion to suppress—voluntariness—tThe trial court did not err in a capital 
first-degree murder prosecution by denying defendant’s motion to suppress evi- 
dence of statements he made to police on 5 April 1998 and 16 April 1998 because 
the statements were voluntarily made. State v. Barden, 316. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 


Comment on right to remain silent—no direct reference—courtroom 
demeanor—tThe trial court did not commit plain error in a first-degree murder 
and second-degree kidnapping case by failing to intervene ex mero motu to pre- 
vent the State from allegedly commenting on defendant’s exercise of his right to 
remain silent, because: (1) the State’s argument that no witness could testify that 
defendant was having a psychotic episode at the time of the crimes was merely a 
comment on the witnesses who had testified and was not a direct reference to 
defendant’s silence; and (2) the State’s comment on defendant’s failure to look 
into the jurors’ eyes was merely a brief reference to defendant’s courtroom 
demeanor. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Double jeopardy—first-degree murder by acting in concert—solicitation 
to commit murder—conspiracy to commit murder—not a lesser included 
offense—Convictions of solicitation to commit murder and conspiracy to com- 
mit murder did not merge with defendant’s conviction for first-degree murder by 
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acting in concert, and punishment for both of these crimes did not violate double 
jeopardy. State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 


Effective assistance of counsel—concession of guilt—Harbison waiver— 
not conditional—insanity plea not pursued—concession still valid—The 
trial court in a capital first-degree murder prosecution was justified in assuming 
that a Harbison waiver remained valid throughout the trial where defendant did 
not expressly or impliedly condition his consent to acknowledge guilt upon 
presentation of an insanity defense ancl never formally withdrew his plea. State 
v. Berry, 490. 


Effective assistance of counsel—-psychological defenses—diminished 
capacity—A defendant in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping 
case did not receive ineffective assistance of counsel even though defendant con- 
tends his attorneys failed to adequately present psychological defenses including 
diminished capacity because it was a matter of trial strategy to determine 
whether to offer evidence of both diminished capacity and insanity. State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


Ex post facto prohibition—use of juvenile adjudication in capital sen- 
tencing—The use of juvenile adjudications as an aggravating circumstance in a 
capital sentencing proceeding does not violate ex post facto prohibitions. State 
v. Leeper, 55. 


Right to counsel—duty of loyalty—-work product—A defendant in a first- 
degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case was not denied his Sixth 
Amendment right to counsel even though defendant alleges his attorneys violat- 
ed their duty of loyalty and revealed their work product in front of the prosecu- 
tion because the attorneys did not reveal work product when they responded to 
the trial court’s questions concerning what they had done to investigate and pre- 
pare the case. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


CONTEMPT 


Suspended jail sentence—criminal-—appellate jurisdiction—A decision of 
the Court of Appeals holding that a contempt order arising from a child support 
action was civil rather than criminal where the court imposed an active thirty-day 
jail sentence suspended upon the posting of a cash bond, the payment of interest, 
the payment of attorney fees and the timely payment of future child support due 
under prior order, and that the trial court was without authority to adjudicate 
defendant in civil contempt because he complied with the previous orders before 
the hearing, is reversed for the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion that the 
order adjudicated defendant in criminal contempt and that a district court order 
of criminal contempt is appealable to the superior court rather than to the Court 
of Appeals. Reynolds v. Reynolds, 287. 


COUNTIES 


Local ordinance—health rules—swine farms—preemption by state law— 
The Court of Appeals did not err by concluding that state law preempts the reg- 
ulation of swine farms and thus prevents county commissioners and a local board 
of health from adopting an ordinance and rules regulating swine farms. Craig v. 
County of Chatham, 40. 
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Capital sentencing—prosecutor’s improper questions and argument— 
right to jury trial—right not to testify—curative actions by court—The 
trial court took sufficient action to cure any possible prejudice from the prose- 
cutor’s comments on defendant’s exercise of her right to a jury trial and her right 
not to testify while questioning defendant during a capital sentencing proceeding 
where the court identified the questions that were allegedly improper, instructed 
the jury on defendant's right to plead not guilty and told the jury that questions 
pertaining to this right could not be considered, and instructed the jury that 
defendant’s exercise of her right not to testify could not be held against her. Fur- 
thermore, assuming arguendo that the prosecutor’s jury argument in the capital 
sentencing proceeding contained improper references to defendant’s exercise of 
her constitutional rights to plead not guilty and to not testify in the guilt-inno- 
cence phase, any possible prejudice was cured when the trial court ordered the 
remarks stricken from the record and instructed the jury that it “could not con- 
sider that argument as it relates to some issue on defendant’s constitutional 
right,” and any error would be harmless beyond a reasonable doubt because the 
jury had already found defendant guilty of first-degree murder, and the remarks 
do not refer to any aggravating circumstances proffered by the State or mitigat- 
ing circumstances proffered by defendant. State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 


Defendant’s decision not to testify—court’s inquiry—A capital first-degree 
murder defendant waived his right to testify, and the trial court’s inquiry was ade- 
quate, where the court’s inquiry sufficiently determined that defendant was intel- 
lectually capable of understanding his right to testify, had communicated with his 
attorneys, and had agreed with his attorneys that it was not in his best interest to 
testify. State v. Carroll, 526. 


Diminished capacity—instructions—The court’s instructions on diminished 
capacity in a capital first-degree murder prosecution were not inaccurate and 
misleading and did not constitute plain error because they grouped intoxication, 
drug use, and lack of mental capacity together and used the term “lack of capac- 
ity” rather than “impaired capacity” or “diminished capacity.” State v. Carroll, 
526. 


Insanity—burden of proof—instructions—The trial court’s instruction in a 
first-degree murder and kidnapping case that defendant had the burden to “prove 
insanity to your satisfaction” sufficiently charged the jury on the standard of 
proof needed by defendant to prove his insanity without an instruction that 
defendant had the burden of proving insanity by a preponderance of the evi- 
dence. Furthermore, the jury could not have been confused by the court’s use of 
the terms “satisfied,” “convinced,” and “proof beyond a reasonable doubt” where 
the court fully instructed the jury on which standard to use and told the jury not 
to use the “beyond a reasonable doubt” standard in considering whether defend- 
ant was insane. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Legal insanity—consideration after defendant found not guilty—The trial 
court did not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by 
instructing the jury not to consider defendant's special issue of legal insanity 
unless the jury first found defendant was not guilty. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Motion for mistrial—previous escape from prison—prior murder—The 
trial court did not abuse its discretion in a first-degree murder and second-degree 
kidnapping case by failing to declare a mistrial when the State introduced evi- 
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dence that defendant escaped from prison while serving time for a prior murder 
in Georgia. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Motion to dismiss attorneys—State’s participation—tThe trial court did not 
err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by allegedly 
allowing the State to participate in the decision on defendant’s motion to dismiss 
his attorneys. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—acquittal putting others at risk—There was no 
prejudicial error in a capital first-degree murder prosecution in light of the evi- 
dence of defendant’s guilt where the prosecutor improperly argued that an 
acquittal would put others at risk, but the improper comment consisted of a sin- 
gle sentence and was abandoned immediately. State v. Berry, 490. 


Prosecutor’s argument—additional evidence during sentencing—The 
trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping 
case by allowing the State to argue during opening and closing arguments that if 
the jury found defendant guilty it would learn more during sentencing. State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—biblical arguments—tThe trial court did not err by 
failing to intervene ex mero motu in a capital first-degree murder prosecution 
during the prosecutor's biblical arguments because the prosecutor did not argue 
that the Bible commanded a guilty verdict but analogized the murder of Abel by 
Cain to the case at bar to emphasize evidence derived from the victim’s blood. 
State v. Barden, 316. 


Prosecutor’s argument—consider in victim’s shoes—The trial court did 
not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by al- 
legedly allowing the State to request during opening arguments that the jurors 
consider the victim as a relative and put themselves in the victim’s shoes. State 
v. Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—defendant failed to corroborate defense—The 
trial court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first-degree murder prosecu- 
tion by failing to sustain defendant’s objection to the prosecutor’s argument that 
defendant did not call a dentist to corroborate his defense that the victim caused 
defendant considerable pain by slapping defendant on the cheek when defendant 
had a toothache. State v. Barden, 316. 


Prosecutor’s argument—defendant killed victim to eliminate witness— 
The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sentencing proceeding 
by allowing the prosecutor to argue that defendant killed the victim to eliminate 
him as a witness. State v. Barden, 316. 


Prosecutor’s argument—defendant’s confession—The trial court did not err 
in a capital first-degree murder prosecution by failing to intervene ex mero motu 
to prohibit the prosecutor’s statements during closing arguments that the jury 
would not have heard defendant’s confession unless the trial court had deter- 
mined it was properly taken and reliable. State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 


Prosecutor’s argument—defendant’s exercise of right not to testify—The 
trial court in a capital first-degree murder prosecution did not improperly allow 
the prosecutor to comment during closing arguments on defendant’s exercise of 


882 


HEADNOTE INDEX 


CRIMINAL LAW—Continued 


his right not to testify at trial when the prosecutor attempted to demonstrate to 
the jury that defense counsel’s argument that the murder was not premediated 
could not explain defendant’s statement to the police or the nature of defendant’s 
attack on the victim. State v. Barden, 316. 


Prosecutor’s argument—defendant’s expert testimony—ability to form 
intent—The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first-degree mur- 
der prosecution by not censuring the prosecutor’s closing arguments about an 
expert opinion as to whether defendant was capable of premeditation and delib- 
eration. The evidence in the record supports the arguments and the prosecutor 
merely fulfilled his duty to present the State’s case with vigor. State v. Carroll, 
526. 


Prosecutor’s argument—defendant’s failure to call wife to testify— 
Although the trial court erred in a capital first-degree murder sentencing pro- 
ceeding by failing to give a detailed peremptory curative instruction after the 
prosecutor improperly commented about defendant’s failure to call his wife to 
testify, the error was not prejudicial. State v. Barden, 316. 


Prosecutor’s argument—expert gathered information from others—The 
trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case 
by allowing the State to argue that its own expert had gathered information from 
other people in forming his opinion because the State did not proceed with this 
line of argument after defendant objected, and the State asked the jury to base its 
decision on its own recollection of the testimony. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—facts outside the record—tThe trial court did not 
err in a capital first-degree murder sentencing proceeding by failing to intervene 
ex mero motu when the prosecutor allegedly argued facts outside the record 
including statements that there was no evidence that the victim slapped defend- 
ant and that the victim probably could have lived but defendant did not know 
that. State v. Barden, 316. 


Prosecutor’s argument-—fairness defendant showed victim—putting 
words in mouth of witnesses—The trial court did not err in a first-degree mur- 
der and second-degree kidnapping case by allowing the State to urge the jury to 
contrast the court’s fair treatment of defendant to defendant’s treatment of the 
victim and to state that defense counsel was putting words in the mouths of the 
witnesses. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—find defendant guilty for justice of victims’ fam- 
ilies—The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder case by overruling 
defendant’s objections to the State’s argument during the guilt-innocence phase 
that the jury should find defendant guilty in order to do justice for the victim and 
her family. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—impact on murder victim’s family—tThe trial court 
in a capital first-degree murder prosecution did not abuse its discretion by over- 
ruling defendant’s objection to the prosecutor’s comments about the 16-year-old 
victim’s age, her expression, the fact that her parents are left with only pho- 
tographs and memories, and his speculation that the victim may have married 
and had children. The life the prosecutor posited for the victim was a conven- 
tional one. State v. Berry, 490. 
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Prosecutor’s argument—improper statement that defendant requested 
mitigating circumstance of no significant history of prior criminal activ- 
ity—The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sentencing pro- 
ceeding by allowing the prosecutor to improperly comment during closing argu- 
ments that defendant requested the submission of the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(1) 
mitigating circumstance that defendant has no significant history of prior crimi- 
nal activity when defendant specifically requested that the (f)(1) mitigator not be 
submitted where the prosecutor immediately corrected himself, and the court 
instructed the jury that defendant did not seek the mitigating circumstance. 
State v. Barden, 316. 


Prosecutor’s argument—insanity defense—tThe trial court did not err in a 
first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by overruling objections 
to the State’s argument that allegedly distorted the legal standard applicable to 
the insanity defense during closing arguments, because: (1) the State properly 
argued that defendant’s mental illness did not alone meet the requirements for 
legal insanity; and (2) any alleged error by the State, stating that if the jurors 
found defendant insane that they should let him go, was properly handled by the 
trial court’s instruction. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—jury as law and justice—no impropriety—tThe 
prosecutor’s argument in a capital sentencing proceeding telling the jury that 
“Today, you are the law. You are justice” and that “you 13 people are the law of 
this county” was a proper argument that. the jury was the conscience of the com- 
munity for the purposes of defendant’s trial and was not an improper argument 
that the jurors are a prosecutorial arm of the government. State v. Prevatte, 
178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—jury voir dire—jurors did not have to believe 
expert—tThe trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree 
kidnapping case by permitting the State’s comments during jury voir dire that the 
jurors did not have to believe any part of what an expert said simply based on the 
fact that the person is an expert witness. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—jury’s duty to enforce law—The trial court did not 
err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by allowing the 
State to argue during closing arguments that the jury’s duty is to enforce the law. 
State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—lack of consequences—The prosecutor in a first- 
degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case did not improperly refer dur- 
ing opening and closing arguments to the lack of consequences defendant had 
suffered in the six years since the crimes were committed. State v. Prevatte, 
178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—manipulation of mental tests—The trial court did 
not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by allowing 
the State to attempt to impeach the insanity defense with the idea that defendant 
had taken mental tests several times ancl knew how to manipulate them. State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor's argument—misstatements of law—The trial court in a capital 
first-degree murder sentencing proceeding did not improperly allow the prose- 
cutor to misstate the law during his closing arguments including statements that 
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mitigating circumstances were synonymous with excuses, that fewer than all 
jurors could find an aggravating circumstance, that the jury could return a death 
sentence based solely on the aggravating circumstances, that allegedly misrepre- 
sented the significance of Issue Three, and that the jury it had already found an 
aggravating circumstance of pecuniary gain based on its conviction of defendant 
for armed robbery during the guilt-innocence phase. State v. Barden, 316. 


Prosecutor’s argument—no witness of a psychotic episode—tThe trial court 
did not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by allow- 
ing the State to argue that there was not one witness for the defendant that could 
say the person committing the murder was having a psychotic episode or having 
some type of out-of-body experience. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—prior murder victim raped—There was no error in 
a capital first-degree murder prosecution where the prosecutor suggested in his 
closing argument that a prior murder victim had been raped. The argument rep- 
resented a permissible inference of motive rather than an appeal to passion. 
State v. Berry, 490. 


Prosecutor’s argument—race—The trial court did not err in a capital first- 
degree murder sentencing proceeding by failing to intervene ex mero motu dur- 
ing the prosecutor's closing argument concerning whether the Hispanic victim 
and his family could receive justice in Sampson County. State v. Barden, 316. 


Prosecutor’s argument—validity of expert testimony—The trial court did 
not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by allowing 
the State’s closing arguments regarding the validity of defendant’s expert testi- 
mony and alleged attacks on the expert. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—victim a Hispanic man from Mexico—The trial 
court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first-degree murder prosecution by 
failing to intervene ex mero motu during the prosecutor’s opening argument stat- 
ing that the victim was a Hispanic man who moved here from Mexico even 
though defendant contends the prosecutor improperly used the victim’s race to 
urge the jury to convict defendant and to pressure the jury to prove that it was 
not prejudiced against the Hispanic community. State v. Barden, 316. 


Prosecutor’s argument—voice and conscience of community—The trial 
court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first-degree murder sentencing pro- 
ceeding by allegedly allowing the prosecutor to argue that the jury’s accountabil- 
ity to its community should lead it to vote for death. State v. Barden, 316. 


Prosecutor’s argument—-voluntary manslaughter—tThe trial court did not 
err in a capital first-degree murder prosecution by failing to intervene ex mero 
motu during the prosecutor’s argument concerning the trial court’s submission of 
voluntary manslaughter. State v. Barden, 316. 


Prosecutor’s argument—vouching—arguing just and true case—The State 
did not improperly vouch to the jury in a capital trial that it was arguing the just 
and true case by comments to prospective jurors about reaching the penalty 
phase. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Prosecutor’s argument—vouching for another prosecutor—There was no 
prejudicial error in a capital first-degree murder prosecution where the prosecu- 
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tor in his closing argument came perilously close to vouching for another prose- 
cutor, but abandoned the argument after defendant’s objection, even though the 
objection was overruled. State v. Berry, 490. 


Request for ex parte hearing—pro se motion to dismiss attorneys—The 
trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case 
by failing to allow defendant’s personal request to speak to the court outside the 
presence of the prosecution regarding his pro se motion to dismiss his attorneys. 
State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Voluntary intoxication—instructions—irrelevant to felony murder— 
There was no error in a capital first-degree murder prosecution where defendant 
contended that the trial court intimated an opinion during its instruction on vol- 
untary intoxication by instructing the jury that a specific intent to kill is not 
required for felony murder or second-degree murder. State v. Carroll, 526. 


DAMAGES AND REMEDIES 


Two slander claims—one wrongly submitted—punitive damages—new 
trial not required—tThe decision of the Court of Appeals in this case is reversed 
for the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion that, although one of two slander 
counterclaims by defendant should not have been submitted to the jury in a bifur- 
cated trial under N.C.G.S. § 1D-30, the trial court’s instruction with respect to the 
issue of punitive damages that defendant must prove plaintiff acted with malice 
which was related to “one or both of the slanders” supports the jury’s award of 
punitive damages based upon the slander claim that was upheld so that a new 
trial is not required on all issues relating to such claim. Ausley v. Bishop, 422. 


DECLARATORY JUDGMENTS 


Constitutionality of criminal statute—jurisdiction—The trial court had 
jurisdiction to grant a declaratory judgment determining the constitutionality of 
the cruelty to animals statute, N.C.G.S. § 14-360, prior to prosecution where the 
district attorney notified plaintiff that he considered plaintiff's annual pigeon 
shoot to be a violation of the statute. The case presents an actual controversy 
between parties with adverse interests and plaintiff sufficiently alleged imminent 
prosecution and that he stands to lose fundamental human rights and property 
interests if the statute is enforced and is later determined to be unconstitutional. 
Malloy v. Cooper, 113. 


Declining request for declaratory relief—abuse of discretion standard— 
constitutionality of Domestic Violence Act—The Court of Appeals erred by 
concluding that defendant was entitled to a ruling from the trial court on his 
counterclaim for declaratory judgment regarding the constitutionality of the 
Domestic Violence Act based on an actual controversy existing between the par- 
ties where defendant had already received the relief sought which was removal 
of a domestic violence protection order against defendant. Augur v. Augur, 582. 


DISCOVERY 


- Criminal—statement revealed during trial—no sanctions—tThe trial court 
did not err during a capital first-degree murder prosecution by not imposing 
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sanctions where the State revealed a statement during trial which defendant sug- 
gested would have changed the decision to enter an insanity plea. Defendant 
received the substance of this statement through another statement that was pro- 
vided to defendant, and no Brady violation occurred. State v. Berry, 490. 


Medical and psychological records—failure to object—The trial court did 
not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by granting 
the State’s request for discovery of defendant’s medical and psychological 
records and by requiring the defense’s psychology experts to issue written 
reports allegedly in violation of N.C.G.S. § 154-905. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


DRUGS 


Felonious possession of drug paraphernalia—nonexistent crime—A 
charge of felonious possession of drug paraphernalia is not supported by any 
statute. Therefore, an indictment for felonious possession of drug paraphernalia 
was facially invalid, the trial court never had jurisdiction over this charge, and 
defendant’s conviction for felonious possession of drug paraphernalia is void and 
is vacated. State v. Wagner, 599. 


Trafficking in cocaine—sufficiency of evidence—constructive posses- 
sion—The trial court did not err by denying defendant’s motion to dismiss the 
charges of trafficking in cocaine based on plenary evidence of additional incrim- 
inating circumstances tending to establish defendant’s constructive possession 
of cocaine found in a taxi under the driver’s seat approximately twelve minutes 
after defendant exited the taxi. State v. Butler, 141. 


EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEE 


Woodson claim—statute of limitations—A decision of the Court of Appeals 
that plaintiff’s Woodson claim was barred by the one-year statute of limitations 
for intentional torts set forth in N.C.G.S. § 1-54(3) is reversed for the reason stat- 
ed in the dissenting opinion that such a claim is not governed by the statute of 
limitations in N.C.G.S, § 1-54(3) but is governed by the catch-all three-year statute 
of limitations in N.C.G.S. § 1-52(5). Alford v. Catalytica Pharms., Inc., 654. 


ESTATES 


Negligence claim—personal representative not appointed—statute of 
limitations—The decision of the Court of Appeals in this case that a negligence 
claim against decedent’s estate arising from an automobile accident would be 
barred by the statute of limitations in reversed for the reasons stated in the dis- 
senting opinion in the Court of Appeals that N.C.G.S. §§ 1-22 and 28A-19-3 do not 
require a personal representative to be appointed before the plaintiff is entitled 
to a section 1-22 suspension of the statute of limitations. Shaw v. Mintz, 603. 


EVIDENCE 


Bare fact of prior convictions—absence of testimony by defendant—prej- 
udicial error—The decision of the Court of Appeals affirming defendant's con- 
victions for possession with intent to sell or deliver cocaine and trafficking in 
cocaine is reversed for the reason stated in the dissenting opinion that the trial 
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court committed prejudicial error in permitting the State to introduce, through 
the testimony of a deputy clerk of court, the bare fact of defendant’s prior con- 
victions for cocaine offenses to show knowledge and intent when defendant did 
not testify. State v. Wilkerson, 418. 


Character—reference to previous experience with Miranda warnings— 
not prejudicial—There was no prejudice in a first-degree murder and armed 
robbery prosecution from a reference in an officer’s testimony to defendant’s pre- 
vious experience with Miranda warnings because defendant acknowledged 
shooting both victims. State v. Leeper, 55. 


Defendant would kill victim but mother paid too much to get him out of 
prison—motivation—deliberation—The trial court did not abuse its discre- 
tion in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by overruling 
defendant's objections and denying defendant’s motion to strike testimony by a 
State’s witness informing the jurors about a statement defendant made that he 
would kill the victim but his mother paid too much money to get him out of 
prison because the testimony was admissible to show motivation and delibera- 
tion. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Gang nickname and involvement—not prejudicial—lIn light of evidence of 
defendant’s guilt, there was no prejudicial error in a first-degree murder prose- 
cution from evidence about defendant’s gang nickname, testimony that a witness 
was afraid of defendant’s friends, testimony that the victim was in a gang with 
defendant, testimony that a cellmate did not like to sleep with defendant in the 
room, and testimony that an EMT first saw defendant in a group which the EMT 
thought may have been up to no good. State v. Berry, 490. 


Hearsay—murder victim’s statements to friend—state of mind—A murder 
victim’s statements to a friend a few days before the murder about difficulties in 
her relationship with defendant were admissible to show the victim’s state of 
mind rather than as a recitation of facts. Also, the limiting instruction was suffi- 
cient to prevent the jury from viewing the evidence as proof of defendant’s bad 
character. State v. Carroll, 526. 


Hearsay—objection sustained—The trial court did not err in a first-degree 
murder and second-degree kidnapping case by sustaining an objection when 
defendant asked a witness whether the victim’s husband asked the witness to 
keep an eye on his wife and defendant boyfriend so that the husband could use 
the information in court over custody of the kids because the question solicited 
hearsay. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Hearsay—purpose other than truth of matter asserted—tThe trial court did 
not allow imperissible hearsay evidence in a first-degree murder and second- 
degree kidnapping case by allowing evidence from a witness stating that the vic- 
tim’s husband visited the victim on the day of the murder and told her he loved 
her because it was not admitted to prove the truth of the matter asserted. State 
v. Prevatte, 178. 


Hearsay—state of mind exception—The trial court did not allow impermissi- 
ble hearsay evidence in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case 
by allowing a witness to testify confirming that the victim told her that the victim 
was attempting to reconcile with her husband because the testimony was admis- 
sible under the state of mind exception. State v. Prevatte, 178. 
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Murder prosecution—gang membership—not prejudicial—There was no 
prejudicial error in a capital first-degree murder prosecution in an officer’s testi- 
mony that this case was assigned to a “gang unit” where the attorneys and judge 
mistakenly thought that the door had been opened, but the witness made only a 
single brief reference and there was no indication that the outcome of the trial 
would have been any different without the testimony. State v. Berry, 490. 


Photograph of victim—relevancy—The trial court did not err in a capital first- 
degree murder prosecution by allowing the introduction of a photograph of the 
victim taken three months before his death. State v. Barden, 316. 


Prior crimes or bad acts—dissimilar robberies—questionable pretrial 
identification procedure—tThe trial court erred in an attempted robbery with 
a dangerous weapon and felony murder case by allowing under N.C.G.S. § 8C-1, 
Rule 404(b) testimony of two prior robberies allegedly committed by defendant, 
and defendant is entitled to a new trial, because the prior robberies were dissim- 
ilar to the present crimes, and the testimony rested upon a pretrial identification 
procedure of questionable validity. State v. Al-Bayyinah, 150. 


Prior crimes or acts—prior murder—admissible—tThe trial court did not err 
in a first-degree murder prosecution by admitting evidence of a prior murder 
where the court carefully studied the substance of the evidence, reviewed the 
applicable law, considered the arguments of counsel, determined that the proba- 
tive value was not substantially exceeded by unfair prejudice, determined that 
the evidence was tendered to establish the permissible factor that defendant 
killed this witness to silence her, and gave limiting instructions. State v. Berry, 
490. 


Rocky relationship—personal knowledge—tThe trial court did not commit 
prejudicial error in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by 
allowing testimony from a witness stating that the relationship between the vic- 
tim and her husband was rocky but that they always seemed to get back togeth- 
er even though defendant contends the testimony was given without personal 
knowledge because the witness testified on cross-examination that she did not 
live with the victim and her husband and did not know what she meant by 
“rocky.” State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Testimony—bases of opinions—state of mind—failure to make offer of 
proof—tThe trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree 
kidnapping case by allegedly violating defendant’s right to present evidence in his 
defense by failing to allow two expert witnesses to state the bases of their opin- 
ions and by limiting the testimony of some lay witnesses about defendant’s state 
of mind where defendant failed to make offers of proof. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Testimony from victim’s brother—victim’s wallet—in-court identification 
of victim’s wife and daughter—tThe trial court did not commit plain error in a 
capital first-degree murder prosecution by admitting evidence from the victim’s 
brother concerning the victim’s wallet, the fact that the victim sent money back 
to his wife and child in Mexico, and an in-court identification of the victim’s wife 
and daughter. State v. Barden, 316. 


Testimony from victim’s supervisor—victim’s character—work ethic— 
responsibleness—The trial court did not commit plain error in a capital first- 
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degree murder prosecution by admitting evidence from the victim’s supervisor 
about the victim’s work ethic and responsibleness. State v. Barden, 316. 


HOMICIDE 


Defense of habitation—porch part of dwelling—unlawful expression of 
opinion by trial court—tThe trial court erred in a voluntary manslaughter case 
arising out of a deadly affray which took place on the porch of a dwelling by 
answering the jury’s inquiry by instructing that a porch is not inside the home 
since the instruction was tantamount to an instruction that the porch could not 
as a matter of law be inside the home for purposes of the defense of habitation 
under N.C.G.S. § 14-51.1. State v. Blue, 79. 


Felony murder—underlying assault—death resulting from separate 
strangulation—no merger—The trial court did not err by submitting felony 
murder to the jury based on a felonious assault where defendant contended that 
the assault merged with the killing, but the victim died from a separate strangu- 
iation and not as a result of the assault. State v. Carroll, 526. 


First-degree felony murder—motion to dismiss—sufficiency of evi- 
dence—armed robbery—tThe trial court did not err by denying defendant's 
motion to dismiss the charge of first-degree felony murder even though defend- 
ant contends the evidence was insufficient to support the underlying felony of 
armed robbery because the particular point when the robbery occurred is imma- 
terial where the death and the taking are so connected as to form a continuous 
chain of events. State v. Barden, 316. 


First-degree murder—felony murder—premeditation and deliberation— 
failure to submit second-degree murder—premeditation and deliberation 
convictions vacated—resentencing for one felony murder—lIn a capital 
trial wherein defendant was found guilty of two counts of first-degree murder 
based on premeditation and deliberation and felony murder of each victim, with 
the murder of the other victim as the underlying felony, and defendant was 
sentenced to death for each murder, the trial court erred by failing to instruct on 
second-degree murder as a lesser offense included within premeditated and 
deliberate murder, and defendant’s convictions based on premeditated and delib- 
erate murders must be vacated. Accordingly, defendant’s convictions for first- 
degree murder are validly based only on felony murder, the murder providing the 
underlying felony in each case constitutes one element of that murder and 
merges into that murder conviction, judgment must be arrested on one of the 
murders, and defendant is awarded a new sentencing hearing at which only 
one felony murder will be submitted and the (e)(5) aggravating circumstance, 
that the murder was committed while defendant was engaged in the commission 
of any homicide, may not be considered. N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(5). State v. 
Millsaps, 556. 


Short-form indictments—firearms enhancement holding—The firearms 
enhancement holding in State v. Lucas, 353 N.C. 568, does not conflict with the 
North Carolina Supreme Court’s holdings on short-form murder indictments. 
State v. Leeper, 55. 
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Automobile—UIM—failure to notify carrier of claim—good faith—ma- 
terial prejudice—issues of fact—The trial court erred by granting summary 
judgment for plaintiff in an action to determine UIM coverage where the issue of 
whether defendants are barred through failure to comply with notice provisions 
of the policy is not ripe. There were issues of fact as to whether defendants acted 
in good faith in failing to promptly notify plaintiff of the UIM claim and whether 
there was material prejudice to plaintiff's ability to investigate and defend the 
claim. Liberty Mut. Ins. Co. v. Pennington, 571. 


Automobile—UIM—notification—statute of limitations—Under N.C.GS. 
§ 20-279.21(b)(4), there is no requirement that a UIM carrier be notified of a claim 
within the limitations period applicable to the underlying tort action. The lan- 
guage of the statute is clear, and nothing therein suggests that the notification 
requirement is subject to the statute of limitations. Liberty Mut. Ins. Co. v. 
Pennington, 571. 


Automobile—UIM—statute of limitations—action deriving from tort 
rather than statute—The limitations period for actions on statutory liabilities 
does not apply to defendant’s claim for UIM coverage because the carrier’s lia- 
bility derives from that of the tortfeasor. Liberty Mut. Ins. Co. v. Pennington, 
571. 


JUDGES 


District court—misconduct—censure— A district court judge is censured for 
willful misconduct and conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice that 
brings the judicial office into disrepute based upon his violation of Canons 2A 
and 3A(1) of the N.C. Code of Judicial Conduct when he entered two 1998 orders 
ex parte not only vacating 1983 and 1986 judgments of conviction of a defendant 
for DWI but also dismissing those cases when he knew that each of the two cases 
was before him only on a motion for appropriate relief and was not on any court 
calendar for disposition. In re Brown, 278. 


Recommendation of removal from office dismissed—clear and convincing 
evidence standard—The Judicial Standards Commission’s recommendation 
that respondent judge be removed from judicial office based on misconduct for 
alleged sexual advances toward a deputy clerk of court is not accepted and the 
proceeding is dismissed. In re Hayes, 389. 


JURY 


Polling—foreman on death penalty—sufficient—tThe trial court sufficiently 
polled the jury foreman to ascertain whether he agreed with a death sentence. 
State v. Carroll, 526. 


Polling—two theories of first-degree murder—The trial court did not err by 
failing to poll each juror individually in the guilt phase of a first-degree murder 
prosecution to determine if the verdict was unanimous as to each distinct theory 
of first-degree murder where the trial court’s instructions made the jury fully 
aware of the requirement of a unanimous verdict on each theory of first-degree 
murder; the transcript unquestionably indicates that the jury unanimously found 
defendant guilty based on both malice, premeditation and deliberation and under 
the felony murder rule; the verdict sheet clearly represented the unanimous ver- 
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dict based on both theories of first-degree murder; and, following the clerk’s 
announcement that the jury unanimously found defendant guilty of first- 
degree murder on the basis of malice premeditation and deliberation and 
under the felony murder rule, each juror individually affirmed that this was his 
or her verdict. It would strain reason to conclude that the jury’s verdict was 
not unanimously based on both theories of first-degree murder. State v. 
Carroll, 526. 


Selection—capital trial—consideration of life sentence—bias—tThe trial 
court did not abuse its discretion in a first-degree capital murder prosecution by 
preventing defendant from exploring whether a prospective juror could consider 
a life sentence for premeditated murder given her personal knowledge of early 
release from life sentences for murder where the juror informed the court that 
she did not feel her prior associations with murder would affect her ability to be 
fair and impartial in defendant’s case and she would not automatically vote for 
the death penalty and the court's instructions cured any misconception regarding 
life imprisonment without parole. State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 


Selection—capital trial—duty to stand up alone and announce death ver- 
dict—excusal for cause—The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder 
and second-degree kidnapping case by allowing the State to inform prospective 
jurors that as a part of their duty they might have to stand up alone and announce 
a death verdict and by excusing for cause a prospective juror based on the fact 
that she could not fulfill this duty. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Selection—capital trial—excusal for cause—views on capital punish- 
ment—rehabilitation of juror—tThe trial court did not abuse its discretion in 
a first-degree capital murder prosecution by excusing for cause three prospective 
jurors on the grounds that each would be unable to return a sentence of death 
and by denying defendant’s request to rehabilitate two of those prospective 
jurors. State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 


Selection—capital trial—motion to strike panel—juror recognized mug 
shot of defendant in newspaper—The trial court did not err in a first-degree 
murder and second-degree kidnapping case by denying defendant’s motion to 
strike the panel of jurors that heard a prospective juror’s comment that she rec- 
ognized a mug shot of defendant in the newspaper even though defendant con- 
tends the information allowed the other jurors to speculate about prior crimes 
defendant may have committed. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Selection—capital trial—peremptory challenges—Batson—racial dis- 
crimination—The trial court erred in a capital first-degree murder prosecution 
by holding that defendant had not made a prima facie showing of racial discrim- 
ination at the time he raised a Batson objection to the prosecutor’s peremptory 
challenges of two African-American prospective jurors, and the case is remand- 
ed to the trial court for the limited purpose of holding a hearing to give the State 
an opportunity to present race-neutral reasons for striking those prospective 
jurors. State v. Barden, 316. 


Selection—capital trial—qualification for both phases—An assignment of 
error in a first-degree murder prosecution concerning potential jurors with reser- 
vations about the death penalty was not restricted to the sentencing proceeding 
even though defendant raised it in that context. A trial court may not select a 
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panel for the guilt-innocence phase with the understanding that different jurors 
will be substituted at sentencing. State v. Berry, 490. 


Selection—capital trial—reservations about death penalty—equivocal 
answers—tThe trial court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first-degree 
murder prosecution by excusing a potential juror for cause where the juror’s 
responses on the death penalty were arguably equivocal, but his final answer 
indicates that the court properly interpreted his answers as unambiguous oppo- 
sition to the death penalty regardless of the law or the evidence. State v. Berry, 
490. 


Selection—capital trial—reservations about death penalty—inconsistent 
answers—The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first-degree 
murder prosecution by excusing for cause a prospective juror whose answers 
were inconsistent but who could not state that he would follow the law if the evi- 
dence were circumstantial. State v. Berry, 490. 


Selection—capital trial—reservations about death penalty—unalterable 
views—The trial court did not abuse its discretion in a capital first-degree mur- 
der prosecution by excusing a potential juror for cause where she was unalter- 
ably opposed to the death penalty. Mere opposition does not disqualify a juror 
who can set aside her personal beliefs and follow the law; in this case, the court 
asked an additional question to determine that the opposition was unalterable. 
State v. Berry, 490. 


Selection—capital trial—voir dire—insanity defense—The trial court did 
not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping case by overruling 
objections to the State’s argument that allegedly distorted the legal standard 
applicable to the insanity defense during jury voir dire because the statement was 
a proper attempt by the State to ascertain whether jurors could follow the law 
concerning defendant’s guilt as well as whether defendant was not guilty by rea- 
son of insanity. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


KIDNAPPING 


Instructions—purpose of confinement or restraint—tThe trial court’s 
instructions in a prosecution for two kidnappings did not unconstitutionally 
relieve the State of its burden of proving all elements of kidnapping because the 
court instructed the jury that it must find the confinement, restraint or removal 
was for the purpose of “murder” rather than “first degree murder,” as specified in 
both indictments, or because the court failed to instruct the jury that it must also 
find defendant was “terrorizing” the second victim when the indictment in that 
case alleged terrorizing the victim as an additional purpose, where (1) both 
indictments alleged that the kidnapping was “for the purpose of facilitating the 
commission of a felony, First Degree Murder,” and language in the indictments 
following “the commission of a felony” is mere surplusage and may properly be 
disregarded; and (2) although the indictment may allege more than one purpose, 
the State has to prove only one of the alleged purposes in order to sustain a con- 
viction of kidnapping, and it was not necessary for the court to include terroriz- 
ing in its instructions. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Second-degree—additional restraint—sufficiency of evidence—The trial 
court did not err by upholding defendant's second-degree kidnapping convictions 
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even though defendant contends they were an inherent and integral part of the 
female victim’s murder because the binding and beating of the female victim and 
restraint of the male victim were not essential actions necessary to restrain the 
female victim in order to murder her. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


MEDICAL MALPRACTICE 


Rule 9(j) certification requirements—constitutionality improperly con- 
sidered—tThe certification requirements of Rule of Civil Procedure 9G) apply 
only to medical malpractice cases in which the plaintiff seeks to prove that the 
defendant’s conduct breached the requisite standard of care and do not apply to 
res ipsa loquitur claims. Therefore, where plaintiff asserted a medical malprac- 
tice claim based solely on res ipsa loquitur, the certification requirements of Rule 
9(j) were not implicated, and the Court of Appeals erred in addressing the con- 
stitutionality of Rule 9(j) in this case. Anderson v. Assimos, 415. 


MOTOR VEHICLES 


Habitual driving while impaired—-motion to dismiss—standard of re- 
view—substantial evidence—The Court of Appeals erred by applying the proof 
beyond a reasonable doubt standard of review in determining whether 
the trial court properly dismissed the habitual DWI charge under N.C.G:S. 
§ 15A-1227(a)(8) after the return of a verdict of guilty but before entry of judg- 
ment. State v. Scott, 591. 


Habitual driving while impaired-——motion to dismiss—sufficiency of 
evidence—The Court of Appeals erred by affirming the trial court’s dismissal 
of defendant’s conviction of habitual driving while impaired under N.C.G.S. 
§ 20-138.5. State v. Scott, 591. 


PREMISES LIABILITY 


Trip and fall—depression in pavement—obvious defect—contributory 
negligence—A decision of the Court of Appeals holding that a jury question was 
presented on the issue of contributory negligence in an action against an auto 
dealer by a customer who tripped and fell when she stepped into a depression in 
the dealer’s parking lot while looking for her repaired auto is reversed for the rea- 
sons stated in the dissenting opinion that plaintiff was contributorily negligent as 
a matter of law in failing to discover and avoid an obvious defect. Swinson v. 
Lejeune Motor Co., 286. 


PROBATION AND PAROLE 


Revocation—activation of suspended sentence—time served credit for 
attending IMPACT-—The trial court erred in a probation violation case activat- 
ing a suspended sentence of six to eight months by refusing to credit the eighty- 
one days defendant spent attending the Intensive Motivational Program of Alter- 
native Correctional Treatment (IMPACT), and the case is remanded. State v. 
Hearst, 132. 
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Local ordinance—health rules—swine farms—preemption by state law— 
The Court of Appeals did not err by concluding that state law preempts the regu- 
lation of swine farms and thus prevents county commissioners and a local board 
of health from adopting an ordinance and rules regulating swine farms. Craig v. 
County of Chatham, 40. 


ROBBERY 


Dangerous weapon—motion to dismiss—sufficiency of evidence—intent 
to deprive—tThe trial court did not err in a first-degree capital murder case by 
denying defendant’s motion to dismiss the charge of robbery with a dangerous 
weapon based on alleged insufficient evidence of the element of intent to deprive. 
State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 


SEARCH AND SEIZURE 


Defendant’s shoes—bloodstain—voluntariness—tThe trial court did not err 
in a capital first-degree murder prosecution by admitting evidence of blood 
derived from a pair of shoes seized from defendant that he was wearing on 5 April 
1998 while he was being interviewed by police because the totality of the cir- 
cumstances reveals that defendant voluntarily gave his shoes to the police. State 
v. Barden, 316. 


Nontestimonial identification order—affidavit—reasonable grounds for 
suspicion—A rape defendant’s motion to suppress evidence gained from a 
nontestimonial identification order was properly denied where the affidavit 
sufficiently established reasonable grounds to suspect that defendant had 
committed the rapes. Defendant was a suspect based on more than a minimal 
amount of objective justification and more than a particularized hunch. State v. 
Pearson, 22. 


Nontestimonial identification order—attorney not present—There was no 
prejudicial error in failing to provide a rape suspect with an attorney during the 
execution of a nontestimonial identification order where defendant moved to 
suppress the evidence produced by the order rather than statements made during 
the procedure, and, although defendant maintained that the lack of an attorney 
impaired his ability to obtain an order to destroy the evidence, it is clear that 
defendant would have remained a suspect whether or not this evidence was 
destroyed. State v. Pearson, 22. 


Nontestimonial identification order—constitutional requirement—There 
was no constitutional error in the denial of a motion to suppress evidence seized 
with a nontestimonial identification order where the supporting affidavit provid- 
ed reasonable grounds to suspect that defendant committed two rapes. Collec- 
tion procedures such as these require only reasonable suspicion to be constitu- 
tionally permissible. State v. Pearson, 22. 


Nontestimonial identification order—not tainted by earlier order—The 
trial court did not err in a rape prosecution by denying a motion to suppress a sec- 
ond nontestimonial identification order issued in 1998 where defendant argued 
that the 1998 warrant was tainted by an illegal 1986 nontestimonial identification 
order, but the evidence obtained in 1986 was properly seized and investigators 
were led back to defendant in 1998 due to the perseverance of an SBI agent rather 
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than the results of the 1986 order, which had merely concluded that defendant 
was not excluded as a suspect. State v. Pearson, 22. 


Nontestimonial identification order—procedures following collection of 
samples—tThe trial court properly concluded that violations of statutory nontes- 
timonial identification statutes were not substantial and correctly refused to sup- 
press the seized evidence where a return was not made to the issuing Judge with- 
in 90 days and defendant was not provided with a copy of the results in a timely 
manner. N.C.G.S. § 15A-974(2} mandates suppression when the evidence is 
obtained as a result of the violation, but these violations involved procedures to 
be followed after the samples are taken and the deviation was a mere uninten- 
tional oversight. State v. Pearson, 22. 


Nontestimonial identification order—supporting affidavit—reliance on 
information from another officer-—A rape defendant failed to produce evi- 
dence that a statement in an affidavit supporting a nontestimonial identification 
order was made in bad faith such that it was knowingly false or in reckless dis- 
regard of the truth where the affidavit alleged that defendant had been seen peep- 
ing into an apartment but defendant argued that the report did not show that 
defendant was actually seen peeping. A police officer making an affidavit for 
issuance of a warrant may do so in reliance upon information reported to him by 
other officers in the performance of their duties, and the officer making the affi- 
davit from a report in this case had every reason to conclude that defendant had 
been secretly peeping. State v. Pearson, 22. 


SENTENCING 


Capital—aggravating circumstance—course of conduct—instruction— 
There was plain error in a capital sentencing proceeding where the court's 
instruction on course of conduct allowed the jury to find the aggravating cir- 
cumstance based on a prior murder without finding that the past and present 
murders were part of a course of conduct. State v. Berry, 490. 


Capital—aggravating circumstance—defendant previously convicted of 
another capital offense—failure to submit—The trial court did not err ina 
capital sentencing proceeding by allowing the State to decline to present evi- 
dence of the aggravating circumstance under N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(2) that 
defendant had previously been convicted of another capital offense even though 
defendant had been found guilty of murder in 1974 in Georgia because the State 
chose to proceed under the (e)(3) aggravating circumstance that the offense was 
a prior violent felony. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Capital—_-aggravating circumstances—felony involving the use or threat 
of violence to the person—testimony of rape victim—The trial court did 
not commit error or plain error in a capital first-degree murder sentencing 
proceeding by permitting a State’s witness to testify to prior events surround- 
ing her attack and rape by defendant in support of the submission of the N.C.G.S. 
§ 15A-2000(e)(3) aggravating circumstance that defendant had been previously 
convicted of a felony involving the use or threat of violence to the person. State 
v. Barden, 316. 


Capital—aggravating circumstances—instructions—course of conduct— 
The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding for a 1996 murder in 
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its instruction on the course of conduct aggravating circumstance where defend- 
ant contended that the instruction permitted the jury to consider a 1992 juvenile 
adjudication and a 1992 purse snatching. One may not reasonably infer that a 
juror would stretch “on or about” to encompass a span of over four years. More- 
over, the court instructed the jurors that the juvenile acts introduced to support 
the prior violent felony circumstance could not be used as the basis for the 
course of conduct circumstance. State v. Leeper, 55. 


Capital—aggravating circumstances—mitigating circumstances—no sig- 
nificant history of prior criminal activity—prior violent felony—Although 
defendant contends the trial court erred in a capital first-degree murder sentenc- 
ing proceeding by submitting both the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(1) mitigating cir- 
cumstance that defendant has no significant history of prior criminal activity and 
the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(3) aggravating circumstance that defendant had been 
previously convicted of a felony involving the use or threat of violence to the per- 
son, our Supreme Court has consistently held that the submission of both of 
these circumstances is proper. State v. Barden, 316. 


Capital—aggravating circumstances—murder especially heinous, atro- 
cious, or cruel—The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by submitting the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(9) aggravating cir- 
cumstance that the murder was especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel. State v. 
Barden, 316. 


Capital—aggravating circumstance—murder especially heinous, atro- 
cious, or cruel—tThe trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding by 
submitting the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(9) aggravating circumstance that the mur- 
der was especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Capital—aggravating circumstance—murder part of course of conduct— 
no plain error—tThe trial court did not commit plain error in a capital sentenc- 
ing proceeding by failing to specify and define the alleged crime of violence in the 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11) aggravating circumstance that the murder was part of 
a course of conduct since there was no possibility of double counting where the 
(e)(5) circumstance was limited to the kidnapping of the female victim while the 
(e)(11) circumstance was limited to the kidnapping and assault of her son. State 
v. Prevatte, 178. 


Capital—aggravating circumstance—murder part of course of conduct— 
single crime sufficient—tThe trial court did not err in a capital sentencing pro- 
ceeding by instructing the jury that a single crime of violence could support the 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11) aggravating circumstance that the murder was part of 
a course of conduct. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Capital—aggravating circumstances—overlapping—There was sufficient 
evidence in a capital sentencing proceeding to support the overlapping aggravat- 
ing circumstances that the murder was committed to avoid arrest and that the 
murder was part of a course of conduct. Each circumstance was offered for a dif- 
ferent purpose and there was separate and substantial evidence to support each 
circumstance individually. State v. Berry, 490. 


Capital—aggravating circumstances—pecuniary gain—jury instruc- 
tions—The trial court did not commit plain error in a capital first-degree murder 
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sentencing proceeding by its instruction on the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(6) pecu- 
niary gain aggravating circumstance even though defendant contends it allowed 
the jury to find the aggravating circumstance without finding that the motive for 
the murder was pecuniary gain. State v. Barden, 316. 


Capital—aggravating circumstances—prior violent felonies—Florida 
records—The trial court in a capital sentencing hearing properly admitted 
Florida records of a prior violent felony, and the evidence was sufficient for 
submission of the prior violent felony aggravating circumstance where a court 
clerk testified that the Florida documents were signed and verified in a 
manner verifying their authenticity, and an expert testified that defendant’s 
fingerprints matched the fingerprints of the defendant in the Florida case. State 
v. Carroll, 526. 


Capital—aggravating circumstances—use of juvenile adjudications— 
effective date—A 1992 juvenile adjudication could be used as an aggravating 
circumstance for first-degree murder even though defendant contended that the 
amendments concerning confidentiality of juvenile records and allowing the use 
of juvenile adjudications pertained only to offenses committed on or after 1 May 
1994. The effective date of the amendments pertain to sentencing for crimes com- 
mitted on or after that date, not to the date of the prior adjudications. State v. 
Leeper, 55. 


Capital—death penalty—disproportionate—The trial court erred in a 
first-degree capital murder prosecution by sentencing defendant to the death 
penalty based on the fact that this crime does not rise to the level of those mur- 
der cases in which the death sentence has been found proportionate under 
N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(d)(2), and defendant is sentenced to life imprisonment with- 
out parole. State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 


Capital—death penalty—proportionate—tThe trial court did not err in a first- 
degree murder case by sentencing defendant to the death penalty where defend- 
ant bludgeoned the victim in the head numerous times, changed weapons during 
the course of the attack and acknowledged that the victim may have been alive 
after the attack but took no steps to assist the victim. State v. Barden, 316. 


Capital—death penalty—proportionate—A death sentence was not dispro- 
portionate where defendant was convicted of first-degree murder under theories 
of premeditation and deliberation and felony murder; defenant killed the victim 
with a machete; and defendant attempted to burn the body and the victim’s home 
after she died. State v. Carroll, 526. 


Capital—death penalty—proportionate—Sentences of death imposed upon 
defendant for two first-degree murders were not disproportionate where defend- 
ant was convicted on the basis of premeditation and deliberation and under the 
felony murder rule; the jury found as aggravating circumstances that defendant 
had previously been adjudicated delinquent in a juvenile proceeding for an 
offense that would have been a felony involving violence to the person had 
defendant been an adult, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(5), and that the murders were 
part of a violent course of conduct, N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(e)(11); either of the 
statutory aggravating circumstances, standing alone, have been held sufficient to 
support a sentence of death; defendant planned to rob the first victim, shot the 
victim as he was driving his vehicle and immediately fled the scene; only a short 
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time later, defendant targeted the second victim, shot him and robbed him of a 
large amount of cash; and defendant offered no help to the victims. State v. 
Leeper, 55. 


Capital—death penalty—proportionate—A sentence of death imposed upon 
defendand for first-degree murder was not disproportionate where defendant 
was convicted on the basis of premediation and deliberation and under the felony 
murder rule, and defendant kidnapped the victim and her son at gunpoint in their 
own home and killed the victim while she was running away. State v. Prevatte, 
178. 


Capital—evidence—circumstances of prior conviction—There was no error 
in the sentencing phase of a capital prosecution for first-degree murder in the 
introduction of evidence that defendant had obtained a gun used in a prior rob- 
bery from a purse stolen two days before the prior robbery. Although defendant 
contended that this evidence was beyond the scope of N.C.G.S. § 7B-3000(f), the 
State in a capital sentencing proceeding is entitled to prove the circumstances of 
prior convictions and is not limited to the record of the conviction. State v. 
Leeper, 55. 


Capital—jury instruction on life imprisonment—invited error—The trial 
court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding by instructing the jury that it 
would have to choose between life imprisonment without parole and the death 
penalty even though the maximum sentence at the time defendant committed the 
murder was the death penalty or life imprisonment with the possibility for parole 
since defendant invited the trial court’s error by requesting the instruction on life 
imprisonment without parole, and defenant has no ex post facto claim because 
he was sentenced to death. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—accomplice or accessory with minor 
participation—The trial court did not err in a first-degree capital murder pros- 
ecution by failing to instruct the jury on the N.C.G.S. § 154-2000 (f)(4) mitigating 
circumstance that defendant was an accomplice in or accessory to the capital 
felony committed by another person and her participation was relatively minor. 
State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—impaired capacity to appreciate 
criminality of conduct—inability to conform conduct to law—The trial 
court did not err in a first-degree capital murder sentencing proceeding by failing 
to instruct the jury on the N.C.G.S. § 154-2000 (f)(6) mitigating circumstance that 
defendant's capacity to appreciate the criminality of her conduct or to conform 
her conduct to the requirements of the law was impaired. State v. Kemmerlin, 
446. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—inability to appreciate criminality of 
conduct or to conform to law—failure to give peremptory instruction— 
The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sentencing proceeding 
by failing to peremptorily instruct on the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(6) mitigating cir- 
cumstance that defendant’s capacity to appreciate the criminality of his conduct 
or to conform his conduct to the requirements of the law was impaired. State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—no significant history of prior crimi- 
nal activity—The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
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tencing proceeding by submitting the N.C.G.S. § 15A-2000(f)(1) mitigating cir- 
cumstance that defendant has no significant history of prior criminal activity 
even though defendant’s prior criminal record consists of a 1984 conviction for 
rape. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory—alcohol abuse by 
mother and family members—failure to give peremptory instructions— 
The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sentencing proceeding 
by failing to peremptorily instruct on the nonstatutory mitigating circumstance 
that defendant’s mother abused alcohol as did other family members. State v. 
Barden, 316. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory—defendant a produc- 
tive member of U.S. Army—failure to give peremptory instruction—The 
trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sentencing proceeding by 
failing to peremptorily instruct on the nonstatutory mitigating circumstance that 
defendant was a productive member of the U.S. Army. State v. Barden, 316. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory—defendant a respon- 
sible praiseworthy worker—failure to give peremptory instruction—The 
trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sentencing proceeding by 
failing to peremptorily instruct on the nonstatutory mitigating circumstance that 
defendant was a responsible praiseworthy worker who supervisors relied on. 
State v. Barden, 316. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory—defendant exposed 
to violence among family members as a child—failure to give peremptory 
instruction-—-The trial court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sen- 
tencing proceeding by failing to peremptorily instruct on the nonstatutory miti- 
gating circumstance that defendant was exposed to violence among family mem- 
bers as a child. State v. Barden, 316. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory—defendant’s good 
reputation in community—tThe trial court did not err in a capital first-degree 
murder sentencing proceeding by failing to submit defendant’s proposed non- 
statutory mitigating circumstance concerning defendant’s good reputation in the 
community in which he lives. State v. Barden, 316. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory—defendant witnessed 
mother returning home with men in drunken state—failure to give 
peremptory instruction—tThe trial court did not err in a capital first-degree 
murder sentencing proceeding by failing to peremptorily instruct on the non- 
statutory mitigating circumstance that as a child defendant witnessed his moth- 
er returning home with men in a druriken state. State v. Barden, 316. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—nonstatutory—offer to plead 
guilty—tThe trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding by not 
allowing defendant to offer evidence of the nonstatutory mitigating circumstance 
that he had accepted responsibility for the killing by offering to plead guilty to 
second-degree murder. State v. Carroll, 526. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—peremptory instructions—no factual 
inferences from trial court’s rulings—tThe trial court did not commit plain 
error in a capital sentencing proceeding by instructing the jury that it was not to 
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make any factual inferences from his rulings after giving peremptory instructions 
on mitigating circumstances. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Capital—mitigating circumstances—reinstruction on definition—The 
trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding by reinstructing the jury 
on the definition of mitigating circumstance where the court properly differenti- 
ated between a statutory and a nonstatutory mitigating circumstance. State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


Capital—motion to strike death penalty—discretion—constitutionality— 
The trial court did not err in a first-degree murder and second-degree kidnapping 
case by failing to grant defendant’s motion to strike the death penalty based on 
the fact that North Carolina’s capital punishment scheme does not allow for dis- 
cretion to choose not to seek the death penalty. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Capital—prosecutor’s argument—belittling defendant’s mitigating cir- 
cumstances—tThe trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding by 
allowing the State to belittle the mitigating circumstances submitted by defend- 
ant. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Capital—prosecutor’s argument—defendant previously convicted of mur- 
der—The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding by overruling 
defendant’s objections to the State’s sentencing argument emphasizing that 
defendant had been previously convicted for a Georgia murder and that the only 
way to ensure defendant would not murder again was to return a death verdict. 
State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Capital—prosecutor’s argument—defendant wrote his own judgment— 
The trial court did not err in a capital sentencing proceeding by overruling 
defendant's objections to the State’s sentencing argument that defendant wrote 
his own judgment. State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Guilty plea and sentence set aside—greater sentence after trial—statu- 
tory violation—After defendant’s plea of guilty of attempted possession of 
cocaine and his sentence of 101 to 131 months were set aside pursuant to his 
motion for appropriate relief, a sentence of 135 to 175 months imposed upon 
defendant’s conviction at trial for attempted possession of cocaine was contrary 
to the mandate of N.C.G.S. § 154-1335 that a defendant whose sentence has been 
successfully challenged cannot receive a more severe sentence for the same 
offense or conduct on remand. The fact that defendant’s original conviction 
resulted from a negotiated plea rather than a finding of guilt by a jury is of no con- 
sequence. State v. Wagner, 599. 


Probation revocation—activation of suspended sentence—time served 
credit for attending IMPACT—The trial court erred in a probation violation 
case activating a suspended sentence of six to eight months by refusing to cred- 
it the eighty-one days defendant spent attending the Intensive Motivational Pro- 
gram of Alternative Correctional Treatment (IMPACT), and the case is remanded. 
State v. Hearst, 132. 


Victim’s good character—impact of crime on victim’s family—tThe trial 
court did not err in a capital first-degree murder sentencing proceeding by admit- 
ting the State’s evidence and argument concerning both the victim’s good char- 
acter and the impact of the crime on the victim’s family. State v. Barden, 316. 
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Ad valorem—square footage value—A case reviewing the ad valorem tax val- 
uation of a taxpayer's 26 U.S.C. § 42 low-income housing property is remanded to 
the Court of Appeals for further remand to the North Carolina Property Tax Com- 
mission for the limited purpose of substituting in its final decision the correct 
square footage value for the pertinent property. In re Appeal of The Greens of 
Pine Glen Ltd. P’ship, 642. 


Ad valorem—valuation—low-income housing—section 42 develop- 
ments—The whole record test revealed that the Court of Appeals erred in an 
action to review the ad valorem tax valuation of a taxpayer’s 26 U.S.C. § 42 low- 
income housing property by requiring the income method of valuation or a com- 
bination of methods which account for the market effect of section 42 rent 
restrictions. In re Appeal of The Greens of Pine Glen Ltd. P’ship, 642. 


Gross receipts privilege tax assessment—live entertainment business 
versus moving picture shows—reasonable distinctions—A de novo review 
revealed that the Court of Appeals erred by concluding that the gross receipts 
privilege tax assessment under N.C.G.S. § 105-37.1 against plaintiff corporation’s 
live entertainment business during the period of 1 January 1994 through 28 Feb- 
ruary 1997 violated its constitutional rights based on the differing tax treatments 
for live entertainment and moving picture shows. Deadwood, Inc. v. N.C. Dep’t 
of Revenue, 407. 


TERMINATION OF PARENTAL RIGHTS 


Adjudicatory phase—reasonable progress within twelve months—The trial 
court abused its discretion in a termination of parental rights case when it con- 
cluded the adjudicatory phase of the proceeding by deciding that there were ade- 
quate grounds to support the DSS petition for termination of a mother’s parental 
rights based on the mother’s alleged failure to make reasonable progress within 
twelve months in correcting those conditions which led to the removal of her 
child as required by N.C.G.S. § 7A-289.32. In re Pierce, 68. 


Dispositional stage—best interests of children—proper determination— 
The decision of the Court of Appeals remanding a termination of parental rights 
case is reversed for the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion that the trial 
court did not place an improper burden on respondent in the dispositional stage 
to show that termination is not in the children’s best interest and that the trial 
court did not fail to exercise its discretion in finding that termination would be 
in the best interests of the children. In re Mitchell, 288. 


UTILITIES 


Competing electric companies—-two buildings—premises—separate 
metering—The trial court erred by concluding that a new veterinary hospital 
building constructed by an electric customer remained part of an existing adjoin- 
ing premises for purposes of N.C.G.5S. §§ 160A-331 and 160A-332 requiring con- 
tinued electric service from plaintiff original supplier, because the new building 
became a new premises initially requiring electric services under the terms of the 
Electric Territorial Act of 1965 and thus was eligible to receive electric service 
from a new supplier that the customer chose such as defendant. City of New 
Bern v. Carteret-Craven Elec. Membership Corp., 123. 
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Change—vicinage rights—no right to county of choice—The trial court did 
not violate defendant’s vicinage rights in a first-degree murder and second-degree 
kidnapping case by changing venue from Anson County to Stanly County. State 
v. Prevatte, 178. 


WILLS 


Lost—execution—proof by one witness—The testimony of one witness was 
sufficient to prove the due execution of a lost will. While one attesting witness to 
a will would not be sufficient for valid execution, one witness’s testimony that 
the will was attested by two witnesses may be sufficient to show that the will was 
duly executed. In re Will of McCauley, 91. 


Revocation—effective immediately—Caveators to a 1984 will who claimed 
that a lost 1996 will contained a revocation clause did not need to prove the rea- 
son the 1996 will was unavailable. Although there is a presumption that the tes- 
tator destroyed a missing will with the intention of revoking it, a revocation 
clause takes effect at the time of execution as opposed to the time of death. Fur- 
thermore, a revoked will may only be revived by reexecution, not by subsequent 
revocation of the revoking instrument. In re Will of McCauley, 91. 


Revocation—lost will—summary judgment—Summary judgment could not 
be granted appropriately for caveators who contended that a lost 1996 will 
revoked a probated 1984 will where a legal secretary recalled the 1996 will, but 
the attorney did not and neither did one of the alleged attesting witnesses. The 
burden is on the caveators to show the due execution and the contents of a lost 
will by clear, strong, and convincing proof. Whether that standard was met here 
is for the jury to decide. In re Will of McCauley, 91. 


Revocation—second will—proof of revocation required—Caveators to a 
1984 will who claimed that a lost 1996 will contained a revocation clause were 
required to show more than the mere existence of the second will; although a 
subsequent will frequently revokes all prior wills, it does not do so as a matter of 
law. Here, the testimony of the legal secretary who transcribed the will that it 
contained a revocation clause and that all of her attorney’s wills contained such 
a provision could be sufficient. In re Will of McCauley, 91. 


Revocation—subsequent will—production of revocatory writing—not 
exclusive manner of proof—Caveators to a 1984 will were not precluded as a 
matter of law from establishing due execution of a 1996 will (which allegedly 
contained a revocation clause) even though they could not produce the 1996 will 
where they produced the legal secretary who discussed the 1996 will with the 
attorney, transcribed the 1996 will, read it to decedent, and observed and nota- 
rized the signatures of the decedent and two attesting witnesses. Production of 
the revocatory writing is not the only method of proving its existence and validi- 
ty. In re Will of McCauley, 91. 


WORKERS’ COMPENSATION 


Injury while leaving work—climbing gate—unreasonable incidental activ- 
ity—not arising out of and in course of employment—The decision of the 
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Court of Appeals in this case is reversed for the reasons stated in the dissenting 
opinion that injuries received by plaintiff when he fell while attempting to climb 
over a seven and one-half foot high locked chain link and barbed wire gate lead- 
ing to an employee parking lot did not arise out of and in the course of his 
employment because he engaged in an unreasonable incidental activity for egress 
from the employer’s premises when the employer provided a safe and secured 
exit and the premises exception to the coming and going rule thus did not apply. 
Arp v. Parkdale Mills, Inc., 657. 


Lifting and turning—shoulder injury—not compensable injury by acci- 
dent—The decision of the Court of Appeals in this workers’ compensation case 
is reversed for the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion that the Industrial 
Commission's findings were supported by competent evidence and in turn sup- 
ported its conclusion that plaintiff did not sustain a compensable injury by acci- 
dent when he suffered a shoulder injury at the time he lifted a mailbag and turned 
while unloading an aircraft because there were no unusual conditions likely to 
result in unexpected consequences. Landry v. US Airways, Inc., 419. 


ZONING 


Local ordinance—regulation of swine farms—The Board of Health may not 
regulate swine farms under N.C.G.S. § 130A-39 upon considerations other than 
health. Craig v. County of Chatham, 40. 


Loca] ordinance—swine farms—validity—A local zoning ordinance relating 
to swine farms was invalid because it attempts to incorporate an invalid county 
swine ordinance that was preempted by state law. Craig v. County of Chatham, 
40. 


Residential area—sawmill—accessory use—The decision of the Court of 
Appeals in the case is reversed for the reason stated in the dissenting opinion 
that landowners’ use of a sawmill on residentially zoned property for nonindus- 
trial and nonmanufacturing purposes did not violate a city zoning ordinance but 
was a permitted accessory use. Dobo v. Zoning Bd. of Adjust. of the City of 
Wilmington, 656. 


Special use permit—broadcast tower—whole record test—An application 
of the whole record test reveals that the trial court erred by reversing respond- 
ent planning board’s decision to deny petitioners’ special use permit application 
to construct a broadcast tower. Mann Media, Inc. v. Randolph Cty. Planning 
Bd., 1. 


Subdivision plat—compliance with ordinance and regulations—entitle- 
ment to approval—The decision of the Court of Appeals in this case is reversed 
for the reasons stated in the dissenting opinion that a subdivision plat for afford- 
able housing complied with a city’s zoning ordinance and subdivision regulations, 
the city council’s denial of the subdivision application was unsupported by com- 
petent, material and substantial eviclence, and the applicant was entitled to 
approval of its subdivision plat. Guilford Fin. Servs., LLC v. City of Brevard, 
655. 
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Text amendment—off-premises signs—timeliness—sufficiency and per- 
centage of protest petitions—Defendant city improperly adopted a text 
amendment to a zoning ordinance regulating the size of off-premises signs for 
outdoor advertising without first considering the effect of protest petitions, time- 
ly filed under state law, from specific citizens affected by and opposed to the pro- 
posed zoning change, and the city is required to determine the sufficiency and 
percentage of the protest petitions to force the city into a three-fourths favorable 
vote before effecting the proposed change. Morris Communication Corp. v. 
City of Asheville, 103. 


WORD AND PHRASE INDEX 


AD VALOREM TAXATION 


Section 42 low-income housing, In re 
Appeal of The Greens of Pine Glen 
Ltd. P’ship, 642. 


AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES 
Course of conduct instruction, State v. 
Berry, 490; State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Felony involving use or threat of violence 
to person, State v. Barden, 316; 
State v. Carroll, 526. 


Juvenile adjudications, State v. Leeper, 
55. 


Murder especially heinous, atrocious, or 
cruel, State v. Barden, 316; State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


Overlapping, State v. Berry, 490. 
Pecuniary gain, State v. Barden, 316. 


ARBITRATION 


Orthopedic surgeon’s employment con- 
tract, Eddings v. Southern Ortho- 
pedic & Musculoskeletal Assocs., 
285. 

ASSAULT 

Disjunctive deadly weapon instruction, 
State v. Lotharp, 420. 

ATTORNEYS 


Pro se motion to dismiss, State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


AUTOMOBILE DEALER 


Customer’s fall in parking lot, Swinson v. 
Lejeune Motor Co., 286. 


BATSON CHALLENGE 


Making a prima facie showing, State v. 
Barden, 316. 


CAVEAT 
Lost will, In re Will of McCauley, 91. 


COCAINE 


Constructive possession in taxi, State v. 
Butler, 141. 


CONFESSIONS 


Defendant not in custody, State v. 
Barden, 316; State v. Kemmerlin, 
446. 


Voluntariness, State v. Barden, 316; 
State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 


CONSTRUCTIVE POSSESSION 
Cocaine found in taxi, State v. Butler, 
141. 


CONTEMPT 


Criminal appealable to superior court, 
Reynolds v. Reynolds, 287. 


CONTRIBUTORY NEGLIGENCE 


Fall in parking lot, Swinson v. Lejeune 
Motor Co., 286. 


COURSE OF CONDUCT 


Erroneous instruction, State v. Berry, 
490. 


DEATH PENALTY 


Disproportionate, State v. Kemmerlin, 
446. 


Proportionate, State v. Leeper, 55; 
State v. Prevatte, 178; State 
v. Barden, 316; State v. Carroll, 
526. 


DECLARATORY JUDGMENTS 


Constitutionality of criminal statute, 
Malloy v. Cooper, 113. 


Constitutionality of Domestic Violence 
Act, Augur v. Augur, 582. 
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DEFENSE OF HABITATION 

Porch part of dwelling, State v. Blue, 
79. 

DIMINISHED CAPACITY 


Instructions, State v. Carroll, 526. 


DISBARMENT 


Trust account management, N.C. State 
Bar v. Talford, 626. 


DISCOVERY 


Defendant’s medical and psychological 
records, State v. Prevatte, 178. 


DRUG PARAPHERNALIA 


Felonious possession charge invalid, 
State v. Wagner, 599. 


EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF 
COUNSEL 


Concession of guilt, State v. Berry, 490. 


Failure to present psychological de- 
fenses, State v. Prevatte, 178. 


ELECTRIC SERVICE 


Veterinary hospital’s choice, City of 
New Bern v. Carteret-Craven 
Elec. Membership Corp., 123. 


EXPRESSION OF OPINION 


Porch not inside home, State v. Blue, 
79, 


FELONY MURDER 


Armed robbery, State v. Barden, 316. 


Death from separate strangulation, State 
v. Carroll, 526. 


FINDINGS OF FACT 


Insufficient for involuntary dismissal, 
Vernon v. Lowe, 421. 
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FIRST-DEGREE MURDER BY 
ACTING IN CONCERT 


Solicitation to commit murder and 
conspiracy to commit murder not 
lesser-included offense, State v. 
Kemmerlin, 446. 


GANG MEMBERSHIP 
Evidence of, State v. Berry, 490. 
HABITUAL DRIVING WHILE 
IMPAIRED 
Sufficiency of evidence, State v. Scott, 
591. 
HEARSAY 


State of mind exception, State v. 


Prevatte, 178. 


INSANITY 
Consideration of special issue, State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


Instructions on burden of proof, State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


INVOLUNTARY DISMISSAL 

Insufficient findings, Vernon v. Lowe, 
421. 

JUDGES 


Censure for improper dismissal of cases, 
In re Brown, 278. 


Recommendation of removal from office 
dismissed, In re Hayes, 389. 


JURY 
Polling, State v. Carroll, 526. 


JURY SELECTION 

Ability to announce death verdict, State 
v. Prevatte, 178. 

Batson challenge, State v. Barden, 316. 


Consideration of life imprisonment, 
State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 
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Excusal for death penalty views, State v. 
Kemmerlin, 446; State v. Berry, 
490. 


Insanity defense, State v. Prevatte, 
178. 

Motion to. strike panel, 
Prevatte, 178. 


State v. 


JUVENILE ADJUDICATION 


Use in capital sentencing, State v. 
Leeper, 55. 


KIDNAPPING 


Instruction on purpose of restraint, 
State v. Prevatte, 178. 


LOW-INCOME HOUSING 


Ad valorem tax valuation, In re Appeal 
of The Greens of Pine Glen Ltd. 
P’ship, 642. 


MEDICAL MALPRACTICE 


Rule 9(j) certification requirement, 
Anderson v. Assimos, 415. 


MIRANDA WARNINGS 


Defendant not in custody, State  v. 
Barden, 316. 

Reference to previous experience, State 
v. Leeper, 55. 


MISTRIAL 


Evidence of defendant’s escape from 
prison, State v. Prevatte, 178. 


MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES 


Accomplice or accessory with minor 
participation, State v. Kemmerlin, 
446. 

Impaired capacity, State v. Barden, 
316; State v. Kemmerlin, 446. 

Failure to give peremptory instruction 


on nonstatutory, State v. Barden, 
316. 
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MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES— 
Continued 


No significant history of prior criminal 
activity, State v. Barden, 316. 

Offer to plead guilty to lesser crime, 
State v. Carroll, 526. 


- NONTESTIMONIAL IDENTIFICA- 


TION ORDER 


- Absence of attorney, State v. Pearson, 


22. 
Procedures after collection, State v. 
Pearson, 22. 


Supporting affidavit, State v. Pearson, 
22. 


OFF-PREMISES SIGNS 


Sufficiency and percentage of pro- 
test petitions, Morris Communica- 
tions Corp. v. City of Asheville, 
103. 


ORTHOPEDIC SURGEON 


Employment contract with arbitration 
clause, Eddings v. Southern Ortho- 
pedic & Musculoskeletal Assocs., 
285. 


PHOTOGRAPH 


Of murder victim, State v. Barden, 316. 


PREMEDITATED AND DELIBERATE 
MURDER 


Failure to submit lesser-included offense 
of second-degree murder, State v. 
Millsaps, 556. 


PRIOR CRIMES 


Convictions admitted without testimony 
by defendant, State v. Wilkerson, 
418. 

Dissimilar robberies, 
Bayyinah, 150. 

Florida records, 
526. 


Prior murder, State v. Berry, 490. 


State v. Al- 


State v. Carroll, 
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PROBATION REVOCATION 


Credit for attending IMPACT, State v. 
Hearst, 133. 


PROSECUTOR’S ARGUMENT 


Acquittal putting others at risk, State v. 
Berry, 490. 


Belittling defendant’s mitigating circum- 
stances, State v. Prevatte, 178. 

Comments about reaching sentencing 
phase, State v. Prevatte, 178. 

Consideration of victim as relative, State 
v. Prevatte, 178. 

Defendant previouly convicted of mur- 
der, State v. Prevatte, 178. 

Defendant’s failure to corroborate 
defense, State v. Barden, 316. 


Defendant’s right not to testify, State v. 
Barden, 316; State v. Kemmerlin, 
446. 


Defendant wrote own judgment, State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 

Expert’s opinion on premeditation ability, 
State v. Carroll, 526. 

Inpact of crime on victim's family, State 
v. Barden, 316. 

Insanity defense, State v. Prevatte, 
178. 


Jury as voice and conscience of commu- 
nity, State v. Barden, 316. 


Jury didn’t have to believe expert, State 
v. Prevatte, 178. 


Jury’s duty to enforce law, State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


Justice for. victims’ families, State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


Lack of consequences for defendant, 
State v. Prevatte, 178. 


Manipulation of mental tests, State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


Murder of Abel by Cain, State v. 
Barden, 316. 


Validity of expert testimony, State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


Victim Hispanic man from Mexico, State 
v. Barden, 316. 
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PUNITIVE DAMAGES 
Slander clains, Ausley v. Bishop, 422. 


RIGHT TO COUNSEL 


Work product not divulged, State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


ROBBERY WITH A DANGEROUS 
WEAPON 


Intent to deprive element, State v. 
Kemmerlin, 446. 


SENTENCING 
Credit for attending IMPACT, State v. 
Hearst, 133. 


Greater sentence after plea set aside, 
State v. Wagner, 599. 


Life imprisonment without parole as 
invited error, State v. Prevatte, 178. 


SHOES 

Seizure of defendant’s bloodstained 
shoes, State v. Barden, 316. 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

Broadcast tower, Mann Media, Inc. v. 
Randolph Cty. Planning Bd., 1. 

STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS 


Personal representative not appointed, 
Shaw v. Mintz, 603. 


UIM claim, Liberty Mut. Ins. Co. v. 
Pennington, 571. 


Woodson claim, Alford v. Catalytica 
Pharms., Inc., 654. 

SWINE FARMS 

Regulation preempted by State laws, 
Craig v. County of Chatham, 40. 

TAXATION 


Ad valorem valuation, In re Appeal of 
The Greens of Pine Glen Ltd. 
P’ship, 642. 
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Live entertainment business versus mov- 
ing picture shows, Deadwood, Inc. 
v. N.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 407. 


TERMINATION OF PARENTAL 
RIGHTS 


Burden of proof in dispositional stage, In 
re Mitchell, 288. 


Reasonable progress’ within 
months, In re Pierce, 68. 


twelve 


UNDERINSURED MOTORIST 
INSURANCE 


Notice of claim, Liberty Mut. Ins. Co. 
v. Pennington, 571. 
VENUE 


Vicinage rights in criminal trial, State v. 
Prevatte, 178. 


Statute of limitations, Liberty Mut. Ins. 
Co. v. Pennington, 571. 
WILLS 


Revocation of lost, In re Will of 


McCauley, 91. 


WHOLE RECORD TEST 


Necessary steps, N.C. State Bar v. 
Talford, 626. 
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WOODSON CLAIM 


Statute of limitations, Alford v. Calalyt- 
ica Pharms., Inc., 654. 


WORKERS’ COMPENSATION 
Injury while climbing gate, 
Parkdale Mills, Inc., 657. 


Injury while unloading aircraft, Landry 
v. US Airways, Inc., 418. 


Arp Vv. 


ZONING 


Off-premises signs, Morris Communica- 
tions Corp. v. City of Asheville, 
103. 


Sawmill as accessory use, Dobo v. Zon- 
ing Bd. of Adjust. of the City of 
Wilmington, 656. 

Special use permit for broadcast tower, 
Mann Medica, Inc. v. Randolph 
Cty. Planning Bd., 1. 

Subdivision plat improperly disapproved, 
Guilford Fin. Servs., LLC v. City of 
Brevard, 655. 


Swine farms, Craig v. County of 
Chatham, 40. 


